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ABSTRACT 

The aim of this study was to assess the usefulness of Output Based Budgeting (OBB) in 

the Victorian government in two ways using the decision-usefulness model and the 

budget process model as theoretical firameworks. First, this study aimed to examine the 

usefulness of information generated by OBB in the Victorian budget papers firom the 

users perspective. Questionnaires were sent to public officials, within the nine Victorian 

government departments, who were users of the Victorian budget papers. There was a 

45.0% response rate to the three mail-outs. The survey results revealed that most items 

in the budget papers were not very useful to users; performance information was 

generally not comparable, not highly relevant and not very reliable for users; and the 

total output cost information was generally unusable, not comparable and not highly 

relevant to users. The content analysis results of performance measures in the 2001/02 

and 2002/03 Victorian budget papers, further supported the survey finding that 

performance measures in the budget papers lacked the comparability characteristic, in 

particular due to inconsistency in the presentation of performance measures over time. 

Bivariate analysis of the survey data indicated a number of statistically significant 

relationships to support the proposition of the study that the usefulness of items in 

budget papers, was related to (a) the readership; (b) the comprehension difficulties; 

(c) the purposes for using the budget papers; and (d) the personal characteristics of 

users. Further, this study found that the usefulness of output performance information 

was associated with (a) the purposes for using the budget papers; (b) the qualitative 

characteristics of performance information; and (c) the personal characteristics of users. 

Finally, the bivariate analysis specified a relationship between the usefulness of total 

output cost information and: (a) the purposes for using the budget papers; and (b) a 

qualitative characteristic of total output cost information, relevance. 

Second, this study aimed to investigate the consequences of using OBB in Victorian 

government departments. Whilst most of the mail survey data supported the 

propositions that OBB had an impact on decision making and that the use of OBB 

enhanced public accountability, the survey data only somewhat supported the notion 

that management accountability was strengthened by the introduction of OBB. Finally, 

this study found that OBB had a minor positive impact on organisational operations. 
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Chapter I Introduction 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

During the 1980s, governments around the world began to look for alternatives to 

increase their efficiency, effectiveness, transparency and accountability (Osborne and 

Gaebler 1993; Boston et al 1996; Guthrie and Humphrey 1996; Organization for 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 1997a; Shand 1998; Campo and 

Tommasi 1999). Reforms were initiated as a response to the public performance 

problem in the context of public sector expansion in OECD countries; the economic 

downturn of the 1970s in industrialized capitalist economies; fiscal stress in 

government; and citizen demands for service quality (Mascarenhas 1996; Lane 1997; 

Shand 1998). Consequently, managerialism has been an important element worldwide 

in public sector management reform, including Australia, in order to provide more 

accountability, efficiency and effectiveness in the public sector (Parker and Guthrie 

1990, 1993; Guthrie 1993; Hood 1995; Zifcak 1997). 

Australia has been very energetic in public management reform over the past two 

decades since the Commonwealth government launched this program in the 1980s 

(Management Advisory Board (MAB) 1997). Since 1982, the Victorian government has 

also established the most innovative and effective program of reform of public 

authorities in Australia (Victoria Department of Treasury and Finance (VDTF) 1992a). 

These programs are expected to reform budget management so that it will help improve 

decision making and accountability at both government and agency level. 

During the 1980s, a new paradigm of public sector management called New Public 

Management has also emerged. This has been described as one of the most striking 

international trends in public administration in the past two decades (Hood 1991; 

Osborne and Gaebler 1993). The new philosophy was designed to replace the model of 

traditional administration, which focuses on inputs and processes, by a model that 

focuses on results. Hood (1991) and PoUitt (1995) described aspects of New Public 

Management as comprising: decentralisation of management authority within public 
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agencies; cost cutting by greater discipline and parsimony in resource use; tiie 

disaggregation of the public sector units; the introduction of performance management 

as well as the establishment of explicit standards and measures of performance; greater 

emphasis on output controls; the separation of purchaser and provider; a shift to greater 

competition in the pubUc sector; and an increasing emphasis on service quality and 

customer responsiveness. 

Armstrong (1998) found that all of Pollitt's (1995) New Public Management elements 

were presented in the Victorian government's reform agenda (Coalition government). 

Hughes and O'Neill (2000) also found that die Kennett government pursued all fhe 

elements of Hood's New Public Management elements and led Victoria to the fi-ontiers 

of public sector reform, as well as providing a template for other governments in 

Australia to use. 

As part of New Public Management, the international ttend toward performance 

oriented budgeting approaches has recently been increasing (Simpkins 1998; Campo 

and Tommasi 1999). In the 1980s, the focus changed to macroeconomic stabilization, 

and budgetary reform was essentially aimed at making the budget an effective tool for 

fiscal policy. There was increased interest in the prudent use of resources to sustain 

public policy and restore or retain economic growth. While there were differences 

among OECD countries in the magnitude of budgetary problems and the 

comprehensiveness of responses, there was considerable convergence in their 

approaches. Comprehensive budgetary reforms have emphasised achieving macro fiscal 

objectives such as fiscal consohdation at the same time as improving xiiicro 

performance, including efficiency, effectiveness and the quality of Sv r̂vice. Budgeting 

systems which are short-term and have detailed control of inputs have generally been a 

disabling environment for public sector micro performance. Indeed, improved micro 

performance will assist in achieving macro objectives (OECD 1997a; Shand 1998). 

Recently intemational budget reform has been designed to change traditional input-

oriented budgeting into output-oriented budgeting by measuring outputs and unit costs 

of public services. Consequently, Output Based Budgeting (OBB), which is one form of 

performance oriented budgeting, has been adopted in New Zealand and Austtalia 

including Victoria (Campo and Tommasi 1999). The move toward this new regime 
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focusing on the presentation of pubhc sector budgeting information on an "output" 

basis, is based on the assumption that the pre-existing system of accountability was in 

many respects madequate (Guthrie 1998; Guthrie and Carlin 1999). The major criticism 

of the traditional budget system was that it did not deal with key issues of government 

objectives, their link to the budget, and the services to be delivered. The goal of 

performance budgeting practice is to link resource allocation decisions with budget 

outcomes (Broom 1995; Martin 1997). Other concerns about the deficiencies of the pre­

existing system included: its focus on the cash cost of inputs; the provision of non-

useful information for decision making; poorly defined notions of performance, output 

and outcomes; and a lack of transparency. These defects have been the motivation for 

accounting and budgetary reform (Simpkins 1998). 

Many countries around the world have introduced the new concept of performance 

oriented budgeting by focusing on outputs and outcomes. The new form of budgeting 

system may be known by several different names. For example. Performance Based 

Budgeting in the United States, Output Based Budgeting, Output Based Management, 

or Output Budgeting in Australia (Westem Australia Treasury Department 1996b; 

VDTF 1997b; Queensland Treasury 1999), Performance Budgeting in Sweden 

(Swedish Ministry of Finance 2000), Resource Accounting and Budgeting in the United 

Kingdom (United Kingdom Her Majesty's Treasury 2001), Output Budgeting in New 

Zealand (New Zealand Treasury 1996). Moreover, the United Nations uses the term 

Results-Based Budgeting (United Nations 1998). 

1,2 Research Problems 

Currently, a potential problem for the Australian public sector including the Victorian 

public sector arises from a controversy about the usefiilness of OBB in practice (Guthrie 

1998; Scott et al 1999). In theory, die benefits of OBB could be substantial, for 

example, enhancing efficiency, effectiveness, transparency, accountability and 

improving the performance of governments. However, in reality, the usefiilness of new 

public financial management including the OBB systems in practice is still questionable 

(Olson et al 2001; Guthrie, Parker, and English 2003). Whether or not the use of outputs 

contiibutes meaningfiilly to the ability of the public sector managers to better allocate 

resources has yet to be proved. Many advocates of OBB (mostly the Treasury) assert 

that OBB is a more useful system than previous input-focused systems because OBB 
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contributes to organisational improvements by providing information on the cost of a 

given output and a superior quality of performance information which leads to better 

resource allocation decisions (Holmes and Wileman 1995; Westem Australia Treasury 

Department 1996b; VDTF 1997b; Commonwealth Department of Finance and 

Administration 1998; Queensland Treasury 1998b; South Australia Department of 

Treasury and Finance 1998a; Campos and Pradhan 1999; Carlin and Guthrie 2001b). 

On the other hand, a counter-argument is that all purely output based budgeting systems 

might suffer from the same problem as traditional input-based budgeting systems, that 

is, there is little linkage of outputs to outcomes; fiirthermore, making chief executives 

accountable for outputs may cause them to lose sight of outcomes (Boston et al 1991; 

Fallot 1991; Holmes and Wileman 1995; Lane 1997; Guthrie 1998; Campos and 

Pradhan 1999; Barzelay 2001). Some authors argue that the success of new public 

financial management including OBB has not been matched in reality and there is little 

evidence to support the claimed benefits of this budgeting system (Guthrie 1998; Shead 

1998; Guthrie and Cariin 1999; Olson et al 2001; Cariin 2003a). Therefore, the 

consequences and the possible impacts of using OBB require investigation. 

The Australian government has spent a lot of money on adopting a new budgetary 

system (Campo and Tommasi 1999) and on preparing budget papers in the output 

format. The Victorian government was an early adopter of OBB in Australia and was a 

leader in financial management reform. However, no empirical evidence exists about 

whether users of the Victorian budget papers are reading information generated by OBB 

and finding it useful. Recently, the increased emphasis on performance and 

accountability has led to a greater awareness of mechanisms to discharge accountability. 

In this respect, the role of the budget papers as a primary means of discharging public 

accountability, as well as the issue of the quality of performance information contained 

in budget papers is important and should be investigated. 

Currently, government departments are regulated to prepare financial reports, 

particularly departmental annual reports, according to the Statement of Accounting 

Concepts (SAC) and the Australian Accounting Standards. However, no such legitimate 

reporting requirements exist for the preparation of departmental output performance 

information in the budget papers. Budget papers generally are prepared by departments 
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according to guidelines provided by the Department of Treasury and Finance. Taking 

into account the absence of reporting requirements for departments to prepare output 

performance information in budget papers, this study therefore adopts the Statement of 

Accounting Concepts, specifically, SAC2 (AARF 1990b) and SAC3 (AARF 1990c), as 

the fi"ames of reference for the examination and discussion of the purposes for using the 

budget papers and the quality of performance information within the budget papers. 

In the past, accountability through the use of line item budgeting was perceived as 

maintaining financial compliance with policies and budget limits made by central 

authorities. However, accountability through the introduction of OBB has moved from 

emphasising control to performance. There has been a growing concem with 

performance and outputs since the emergence of managerialism in the public sector 

(Zifcak 1997). Bartos (1994) also emphasised that performance management and 

reporting played a significant role in public sector budgeting reform. Further, 

stakeholders have demanded better accountability through performance indicators 

(Parker and Gould 1999). For accountability to exist, superior performance information 

which meets the needs of users as proposed by SAC2 and possesses the qualitative 

characteristics of information, as identified by SAC3, must be provided. 

However, a problem for the public sector arises from a scarcity of empirical data to 

inform whether performance information generated by OBB within the budget papers is 

used and useful to users. Therefore, there is a need for research to mvestigate whether 

budget papers provide performance information which meets the needs of users in terms 

of its ability to "assist the report users to make and evaluate decisions about the 

allocation of scarce resources" as proposed by SAC2 and possess the qualitative 

characteristics of information such as relevance, reliability, comparability, and 

understandability, as identified by SAC3. 

1.3 Research Aims and Scope of the Research 

Considering the problems identified in the previous section, the primary aim of the 

present study is to assess the usefulness of OBB in the Victorian State Government in 

terms of the usefulness of information generated by OBB within budget papers and the 

consequences of using OBB in government departments. This study also sets out to 

examine the quality of output performance information within budget papers, to expand 



Chapter 1 Introduction 

knowledge about OBB in practice in order to assess whether there is a gap between 

budget theory and budget practice. The study also aims to provide information that 

would be of practical use to governments in assisting the development of guidelines for: 

the reporting of information such as output performance measures in government 

budget papers; improving the usefulness of information within budget papers; and 

making the implementation of the OBB systems more effective. 

It should also be noted that whilst Victoria is implementing accrual output based 

budgeting, the scope and focus of this study is to analyse and discuss only the aspect of 

output based budgeting without investigating accrual accounting. Further, even though 

the politics of the budgetary process are important to understanding budgeting and the 

decisions to allocate resources, it is also not a focus of this study. To accomplish the 

aims of this study, a mail survey questionnaire will be used to investigate the 

perceptions of public officials who also are users of the Victorian budget papers about 

the usefiilness of information generated by OBB within budget papers, and also, the 

consequences of using OBB. Additionally, a content analysis will be undertaken to 

assess the quality of performance measures in the budget papers over time. 

1.3.1 Specific Aims 

Taking into account the general aims of the study discussed earlier; this study is 

conducted to achieve ten specific aims as follows: 

1. To investigate the perceived usefiilness of information generated by OBB within 

Victorian budget papers in terms of: 

(a) The usefulness of items within budget papers; 

(b) The usefulness of output performance information; and 

(c) The usefiilness of total output cost information. 

2. To determine the usefulness of budget papers, in terms of the readership and 

comprehension difficulties of various items in the Victorian budget papers fi-om the 

users perspective. 

3. To examine the extent to which SAC2 (AARF 1990b) adequately represents the 

purposes for using budget papers by public official users. 
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4. To determine whether there is a relationship between the perceived usefiilness of the 

budget papers, in terms of the fi-equency of use of the budget papers as well as the 

usefulness of the items within the budget papers, and: 

(a) the readership; 

(b) the comprehension difficulties; 

(c) the purposes for using the budget papers; and 

(d) the personal characteristics of the users. 

5. To identify any relationships between the perceived usefiihiess of output performance 

information and: 

(a) the purposes for using the budget papers; 

(b) the qualitative characteristics of performance information; and 

(c) the personal characteristics of the users. 

6. To examine whether there is a relationship between the perceived usefulness of total 

output cost information and: 

(a) the purposes for using the budget papers; 

(b) the qualitative and usability characteristics of total output cost information; and 

(c) the personal characteristics of the users. 

7. To explore the general knowledge and understanding of public officials about OBB 

systems and performance measures. 

8. To investigate the consequences of using OBB in Victorian government departments 

in terms of its impact on decision making, accountability and organisational operations. 

9. To identify factors that would influence the use of performance information by public 

officials m Victorian government departments. 

10. To provide an evaluation of the reporting of performance measures within the 

2001/02 and 2002/03 Victorian budget papers of nine Victorian government 

departments. 
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1.4 Research Questions 

Given that the main aim of this study is to assess the usefiihiess of OBB in Victorian 

government departments, two main research questions derived from gaps in the 

literature will be investigated. 

Research Question 1: How usefiil is the information generated by OBB within the 

Victorian budget papers? 

Research Question 2: What have been the consequences of using OBB in Victorian 

government departments? 

These two research questions were answered in the form of proposition-testing. 

Specifically, three propositions were generated relating to the usefulness of information 

and were tested for answering Research Question 1. Additionally, three main 

propositions were developed relating to the consequences of using OBB and were 

discussed in answer to Research Question 2. The details of propositions used in this 

study to answer the above two research questions are presented in Chapter 4: Section 

4.3. 

1.5 Justification for the Research 

The literature in Chapter 3 indicates that previous studies contained too little empirical 

data identifying the usefulness of information in the budget papers. If the budget papers 

are intended to communicate useful information to users for the purpose of making 

decisions, the question of the quality of information in budget papers is an importap^ 

one. However, there is scant evidence about the quality of performance information and 

total output cost information in the budget papers from the users perspective as well as 

factors that influence the perceived usefiihiess of information in the budget papers. 

Very few researchers have investigated the quality of performance information in 

government budget papers (e.g. Carlin and Guthrie 2001a). Whilst Carlin and Guthrie 

(2001a) conducted a content analysis of the quality of performance indicator disclosure 

in the Victorian government budget papers, their study was not comprehensive and 

could be argued to be different from seeking the perceptions of the users. Specifically, 

in the study of Carlin and Guthrie (2001a), only two Victorian government departments 
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and only one output for each of tiiose two departments were selected for detailed 

content analysis over a three year period of 1999/00, 2000/01 and 2001/02. 

Consequenfly, the validity of the fmdings is questionable and the results are 

unconvincing. It is uncertain whether the findings could be generalised to represent the 

quality of the whole population of performance measures for every output contained in 

the Victorian budget papers of all Victorian government departments. 

To fill these gaps in the literature, this smdy will perform a content analysis of all 

performance measures in the 2001/02 and 2002/03 Victorian budget papers (VDTF 

2001, 2002a), including all outputs of the nine Victorian government departments. It 

should be noted that this study in some part extends the content analysis work of Carlin 

and Guthrie (2001a) by being more comprehensive in including performance measures 

of all Victorian departments. Further, a survey will be conducted to identify perceptions 

of budget paper users about the quality of performance information in meeting their 

needs. 

To the best of the author's knowledge, no earlier studies have examined the needs of 

users of budget papers using a survey method, and specifically tested the relationships 

between the perceived usefiihiess of budget papers and the following variables: 

readership; comprehension difficulties; purposes for using the budget papers; qualitative 

characteristics of information; and personal characteristics of users. Further, there is no 

empirical data identifying which parts of the budget papers are most read, most useful 

and most difficult to understand for users. The results from this study will fill these 

knowledge gaps and will assist preparers of budget papers to better understand users, 

and to provide usefiil information that better meets the needs of users. 

Further, there has been very limited empirical investigation of the consequences of 

using OBB m practice within government departments. The existing literature on OBB, 

except for the guides published by the Ausfralian Treasuries, is mostly in the form of 

short articles in very specific conferences. These articles would appear to be intuitive 

and provide expert comment or judgment about OBB without critical evaluation or 

empirical evidence of the changes. Some authors have cautioned against the uncritical 

acceptance of the notion of OBB and called for an independent evaluation of the 
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consequences of using OBB as well as the quality of performance information reported 

in the government budget documents (Guthrie 1998; Cariin and Gutiirie 2001a, 2003). 

On one level, it may be asserted that Victoria has come a long way in recent years in 

linking agency performance to budgetary decisions by virtue of the establishment of 

OBB requirements. In reality, however, very little is known about the usefulness and 

actual consequences of OBB. The argument that predictions of OBB success and the 

claimed benefits of OBB have not been matched in reality has gone unheeded, partly 

due to the fact that little empirical evidence could be provided to support it. 

Consequently, an examination of the gap between budget theory and practice requires 

investigation. 

The findings of this study will be usefiil for both Australian and non-Australian 

governments. As Victoria was an early adopter of OBB in Australia, lessons learned 

from the Victorian experiences with OBB are usefiil for other governments, which 

subsequently implemented the system, to better understand the impact of using OBB in 

public organisations. Also, the results of this study may assist non-Australian 

governments to weigh up the benefits and costs when they consider adopting OBB. 

In summary, given a little knowledge about the usefiilness of budget papers and OBB in 

practice, these issues are very important to investigate. Apart from the practical 

implications of the reportmg of information in budget papers, this study has also 

provided a greater imderstanding of the conttoversy about the usefulness of OBB, and 

the closeness of the fit bet-f,c2n budget theory and budget practice. 

1.6 Assumptions of the Research and the Generalisabiiity of the Results 

Before generalising the results of this study to use for the wider population such as other 

Ausfralian jurisdictions, it must be assumed that: 

1. The information in Victorian budget papers is similar to those of otiier 

Ausfralian jurisdictions; 

2. There is no response bias (the results of the survey non-response bias of the 

present study are discussed in Chapter 5: Section 5.3); 

3. The Victorian population represents a major proportion of the Australian total 

population; 
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4. Victorian public sector employees represent a major proportion of the Ausfralian 

total public sector employees at the state and territory level; and 

5. Government activities of the states and territories are similar. 

The Victorian Population Represents a Major Proportion of the Australian Total 

Population 

As at June 2002, the total population of Victoria was 4,873,000 persons with the total 

population of Ausfralia being 19,663,000 persons. Therefore, Victoria represented a 

major proportion (24.78%) of the Australian total population, with a significant 

population figure of 2,415,500 persons being above the average number of the total 

population. In fact, Victoria was the second most populous state in Ausfralia. 

Consequently, a survey conducted in Victoria is likely to be representative of Austtalia 

generally. Table 1.1 presents population figures by states and territories in Australia. 

Table 1.1: Population by States and Territories, as at 30 June 2002 

Total 
Population 

Persons 
Percent 

NSW 
(PPP) 
6,640 

33.77 

VIC 
(PPP) 
4,873 

24.78 

QLD 
(PPP) 
3,707 

18.85 

SA 
(PPP) 
1,520 

7.73 

WA 
(PPG) 
1,927 

9.80 

TAS 
(PPP) 
473 

2.41 

NT 
(PPP) 

198 

1.01 

ACT 
(PPP) 
322 

1.64 

Aus (a) 
(PPP) 
19,663 

100.00 

Average 
(PPP) 

2,457.5 

Note: (a) Australian total includes Jervis Bay Territory, Christmas Island and Cocos (Keeling) Island. 
Source: Adapted from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (2PP3a), Australian Social Trends, Population-
State Summary Tables. 

Victorian Public Sector Employees Represent a Major Proportion of the Australian 

Total Public Sector Employees 

As at November 2003, there were 1,142,800 Australian public sector employees at the 

state and territory level, with there being 1,542,800 Ausfralian total public sector 

employees of all three levels of government (see Table 1.2). As a result, the public 

sector employees at the state and territory level represented 74.07% of the Australian 

total public sector employees of all three levels of government. Therefore, there was no 

reason to believe that public sector employees at the state level were not a reasonable 

representation of all Australian public sector employees. 
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An analysis of the total population of public sector employees at the state and territory 

level further supports the assertion tiiat Victorian public sector employees represent a 

major proportion of the Ausfralian total public sector employees at the state and 

territory level. Particularly, tiie total population of public sector employees in Victoria 

was 250,100 persons with the AustraUan total public sector employees at the state and 

territory level being 1,142,800 persons (see Table 1.2). Therefore, Victoria represented 

a major proportion (21.88%) of the Austrahan total public sector employees at the state 

and territory level, with the Victorian public sector employee figure being above the 

average number of public sector employees at the state and territory level by 107,300 

persons. In fact, Victoria had the second highest of the total number of public sector 

employees at the state and territory level, as at November 2003. Consequently, it is 

reasonable to assume that a survey of Victorian public sector employees at the state 

level is likely to be representative of Austialian public sector employees generally. 

Table 1.2: Public Sector Employees (Original), States and Territories 

State and Territory 

VJa^, C^,.>U \i;„1o.-

Victoria 
Queensland 
South Australia 
Westem Australia 
Tasmania 
Northern Territory 
Australian Capital Territory 
Australia 
Average 

November 2003 
Commonwealth 

'PPP 
rr. r» 

jy.o 

53.7 
32.1 
14.9 
16 

5.7 
3.3 
57.7 

243.1 
30.4 

State 
'PPP 

J 0 6 . 5 

25P.1 
234.5 
93.2 
125.1 
33.5 
18.6 
19.2 

1,142.8 
142.8 

Local 
'PPP 
DKj.y 

36.4 
36.9 
9.6 
15.6 
4.1 
3.3 
na 

156.9 
19.6 

Total 
'GPP 

34P.2 
3P3.6 
117.7 
156.6 
43.4 
2 5 . : ' 
76.9 

1,542.8 
192.9 

Note: na - not available 
Source: Adapted from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (2PP3c), Wage and Salary Earners, Public 
Sector, Australia, Catalogue No. 6248.P.55.PP1, December. 

Government Activities of the States and Territories are Similar 

A review of government expenses by purpose at the state and territory level reveals that 

the states and territories have broadly similar activities, as reported in Table 1.3. 

Consequently, the Victorian government is representative of all Ausfralian states and 

territories. 
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Table 1.3: General Government Expenses by Purpose, State, Territory, and Australia 

Items 

General public services 
Defence 
Public order & safety 

Education 
Primary & secondary 
University 
Technical & further education 
Other tertiary 
Other 
Health 
Acute care institutions 
Other health institutions 
Community health services 
Pharmaceutical 
Other 
Social security & welfare 
Social security 
Welfare services 
Other 
Housing & community 
amenities 
Housing & community 
development 
Water supply 
Sanitation & protection of the 
CliVirOlUllCUt 

Other community amenities 

Recreation & culture 
Recreational facilities & 
services 
Cultural facilities & sen,aces 
Broadcasting & film production 
Other recreation & culture 
Fuel & energy 
Agriculture, forestry & fishing 
Mining, manufacturing & 
construction 
Transport & communications 
Road transport 
Water transport 
Rail transport 
Air transport 
Communications & other 
transport 
Other economic affairs 
Nominal interest on 
superaimuation 
Public debt transactions 
Other 

Total 

NSW 

Sm 

960 

3670 

7867 

-
1329 

567 

6442 
250 
1682 

-

473 

287 
2091 
238 

994 

69 
452 

-

597 
341 
10 

-

77 

603 

70 

2046 
62 

1178 

504 
1031 

745 
812 
602 

36048 

VIC 

Sm 

706 

2423 

5288 
13 

1232 

263 

5281 
-

1205 
-

563 

-
1900 

-

349 
182 
211 

-

472 
207 

-
83 
12 

558 

17 

1546 

15 
1015 

170 

353 

937 

451 
43 

25488 

QLD 

Sm 

873 

1946 

4125 
3 

578 

640 

2764 

152 
1064 

-

390 

-
822 

5 

810 
9 

78 

39 

327 
175 

-
3 

709 
612 

72 

1149 
88 

670 
2 

147 

676 

630 
212 
472 

20240 

SA 

Sm 

192 

948 

1705 
26 
313 

218 

1756 
41 
370 

-

73 

92 
473 

-

342 
96 
109 

-

119 
127 
3 

-
20 

258 

53 

404 
39 
56 

197 
194 

299 
297 
79 

8899 

WA 

Sm 

459 

1246 

2523 
16 

427 

179 

2309 
-

239 
-

239 

-
504 

-

278 
262 
86 

2 

113 
111 

-
-

60 
399 

132 

"75 
3 

270 

398 
245 

277 
197 

-

11548 

TAS 
Sm 
170 

250 

610 
1 

92 

49 

370 
12 

155 
-

46 

-
185 

-

128 
3 
13 

-

60 
42 

-
6 
8 

70 

6 

185 
10 

129 

101 
80 
30 

2811 

NT 
Sm 
141 

232 

303 

-
70 
31 
49 

245 
7 

112 
6 

96 

1 
83 

-

36 
1 
1 

-

39 
165 

-
1 

44 
46 

90 

51 
1 
5 
1 

14 

72 

82 
144 
190 

2361 

ACT 

Sm 
477 

193 

403 
15 
75 

25 

296 
3 

94 
8 

71 

-
121 

-

50 

-
15 

4 

54 
19 

-
7 

-

105 

: 

48 
22 

11 
58 
135 

2310 

Aus(a) 
Sm 

16406 
13307 
13095 

23264 
10713 
4360 

29 
2638 

20321 
462 

14024 
5397 
7399 

64411 
10158 
2808 

3872 
1127 
2636 

1593 

2768 
2131 
1040 
1341 
4298 
4138 

2156 

9635 
418 
3130 
164 

2091 
7085 

8490 
7331 
888 

.275120 

Notes: 
- Nil or rounded to zero (including nu!! cslls) 
(a) Includes multi-jurisdictional sector and local governments. 
Source: Adapted from Australian Bureau of Statistics (2PP3b), Government Finance Statistics Australia 
2PP2/P3, Catalogue No. 5512.P, p.38. 
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1.7 Theoretical Frameworks and Justification 

Two theoretical frameworks were adopted as the theoretical basis in this study: first, the 

decision-usefiilness model; and second, the budget process model. The reasons for 

applying these two theoretical frameworks and a brief overview of the two theoretical 

frameworks will be discussed in the following section. 

/ . 7.1 The Decision-Usefulness Model 

The decision-useftilness model was used as a theoretical basis for a general discussion 

of the usefulness of information generated by OBB because its underlying concept is 

widely accepted by Australian and intemational professional accounting bodies. In 

addition, the decision-usefiilness model facilitated a theoretical and practical 

understanding of the user needs of fmancial reports as well as government budget 

papers. 

Unlike financial reporting which is regulated according to reporting requirements or an 

accounting conceptual framework, no such reporting requirements or accounting 

conceptual framework exists for output performance information and reporting in 

budget papers. Therefore, this study adopted the Statement of Accountmg Concepts, 

specifically, SAC2 and SAC3, as the frames of reference for the discussion of the 

usefiihiess of budget papers. 

The use of these statements of accounting concepts provides a number of advantages. 

First, SAC2 and SAC3 are agreed concepts and well established standards in respect of 

the objectives of financial repcrnng and the qualitative characteristics of financial 

information, developed by the Ausfralian Accounting Research Foundation. Second, the 

underlying concepts of SAC2 and SAC3 are paralleled and comparable to intemational 

accoimting concepts, which are acknowledged by both Ausfralian and intemational 

accounting professional bodies. Third, SAC2 and SAC3 provide a list of logical 

concepts which may be used to test propositions in this study. The results of the 

questionnaire using the concepts and criteria identified in SAC2 and SAC3 will be of 

practical use to preparers of budget papers and will reflect issues, which have been 

under consideration by the Ausfralian standard setting bodies. Finally, by adopting the 

objectives of financial reporting and quality criteria based on SAC2 and SAC3, it is 

possible to test the validity of the assumptions contained within the Australian 
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accounting conceptual framework in respect to government budget papers from the 

users perspective. 

The concept of decision-usefiilness in the formulation of accounting theory and an 

accounting framework for financial reporting was critically reviewed in the early work 

of Chambers (1955). The decision-usefiilness researchers agreed that accounting theory 

and accounting standards were based on the usefulness of information to decision 

makers (Puxty and Laughlin 1983; Henderson and Scherer 1986). Since the 1970s, 

decision-usefiikiess studies have involved the search for a conceptual framework of 

financial reporting in which the major aim was the production of information likely to 

satisfy the needs of a variety of different report user groups. 

The Ausfralian accounting conceptual framework, which includes SAC2 and SAC3, is 

based on the decision-usefulness model or user needs model. Under the decision-

usefulness model, the quality of financial reporting is determined in relation to the 

usefiilness of the information to the users. Both private sector and public sector 

financial reporting are based on the decision usefulness of fmancial information. 

Decision-usefulness researchers have attempted to identify the classes of users of annual 

reports and their information needs as well as the use and importance of particular types 

and sources of information. Furthermore, the issue of the readability, imderstandability 

and usefiilness of financial reporting have also been investigated. Empirical studies of 

user needs both in the private sector and public sector based on the decision-usefiilness 

model are reviewed in Chapter 3. 

1.7.2 The Budget Process Model 

The second theoretical framework is the budget process model. This model was used as 

the theoretical basis for the analysis of the OBB system in the public sector because it 

was a well established, simple and widely accepted budgetary model which facilitated a 

theoretical and practical understanding of OBB and performance measurement systems. 

The budget process model provides an explanation of the feedback monitoring system. 

Budgeting is conceptualised as a system with a relationship running from inputs, to 

process, to outputs, and finally to outcomes. Traditional cash-based budgets focus on 

inputs and process. For a performance oriented budget system, including OBB, 
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budgeting towards results has meant a focus on outputs, outcomes, and performance 

reporting (VDTF 1997b; Queensland Treasury 1998b). 

Three performance measurement criteria: economy, efficiency, and effectiveness have 

distinct meanings; they measure performances at the different stages in the budget 

process model. The economy criterion can be useful in measuring performance by 

focusing on the minimisation of inputs. However, it has recently gone out of fashion 

since the concepts of performance oriented budgeting, managerialism and New Public 

Management have been infroduced internationally. Recently, emphasis has been placed 

on performance criteria relating to outputs such as efficiency; outcomes such as 

effectiveness; and output/outcome evaluation such as appropriateness. The three 

elements of efficiency, effectiveness and appropriateness add together to represent the 

concept of "value for money" (New South Wales Treasury 2000). It should be noted 

that output performance measures under OBB only addressed efficiency (Elvins 1998). 

Therefore, a system of outcome evaluation to measure effectiveness needs to be 

established to ensure that outcomes are also evaluated. Figure 1.1 demonstrates the 

budget process model. 

Figure 1.1: Budget Process Model 
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This model was modified from: 

(1) Lynch and Lynch (1997, p. 168), The Road to Entrepreneurial Budgeting, "The Budget System Approach "; 

(2) New South Wales Treasury (200P, p.l 1), Financial Management Framework, "Key Facets of the 

Financial Management Framework'; and 

(3) United Kingdom National Audit Office (2PP1, p.2), Measuring the Performance of Government 

Departments, "Relationship between Inputs, Outputs and Outcomes ModeC. 
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For this study, key terms used in Figure 1.1 to describe the budget process model, are 

defined as follows: 

Aim is a summary of the overall objectives. It provides a vision statement that embraces the 
desired ftiture that the organisation is working towards (United Kingdom National Audit Office 
2PPl,p.67). 

Appropriateness is the extent to which plarmed outcomes match community need and 
government priorities (Commonwealth Dep^tment of Finance and Adminisfration 1998, p.l 71). 

Economy is the acquisition of the appropriate quality and quantity of financial, human and 
physical resources at appropriate times and at the lowest cost concerned and may be assessed 
through input measures and comparisons with norms and standards (Campo and Tommasi 1999, 
p. 15) 

Effectiveness is the extent to which actual outcomes are achieved, in terms of the plarmed 
outcomes, via relevant outputs or administered expenses (Commonwealth Department of 
Finance and Administration 1998, p. 173). 

Efficiency is the extent to which inputs are minimised for a given level of outputs, or outputs are 
maximised for the given level of inputs (Commonwealth Department of Finance and 
Administration 1998,p.l73). 

Inputs are defined as labour, materials and other resources used to produce outputs (VDTF 
1997b, p.42) 

Objectives are succinct statements of the key goal(s) being pursued over the medium to long 
term, reflecting the key components of the intended strategy (United Kingdom National Audit 
Office 2PPl,p.6 7). 

Outcomes are Government's desired or intended impacts/effects on the community (VDTF 
1997b, p.42). 

Output are products and services produced or delivered by a department/agency for extemal 
customers (VDTF 1997b, p.42). 

Process is Activities, strategies or operations used to produce the outputs designed to bring about 
outcomes (Commonwealth Department of Finance and Administration 1998, p. 177). 

1.8 Definition of Key Terms 

A varieiy of definitions for each key term used in this thesis is provided by each 

Ausfralian treasury. To enhance similar imderstandings and interpretation throughout 

the thesis, definitions of the key terms used in this thesis are provided for the piupose of 

standardisation and clarification of their meanings. The definitions used in this thesis 

were selected based on: the availability of the definitions from Ausfralian freasuries and 

Australian government authoritative bodies; the precise terminology as used in this 

thesis; and the comprehensiveness of the definitions. The key terms and their definitions 

relating to output based budgeting, performance indicators, performance measures and 

performance information are listed below. 
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1.8.1 Output Based Budgeting 

The term. Output Based Budgeting, raises questions about whether this budgeting 

system focuses on outputs or outcomes. A review of the defmition of the term Output 

Based Budgeting, in Ausfralian Treasuries guides, reveals that each state and territory 

government body uses a variety of terminology to describe their frameworks for 

implementing Output Based Budgeting systems. The variety includes: Output 

Budgeting (New South Wales Treasury 2000; South Australia Department of Treasury 

and Finance 2001); Output Based Budgeting (Steering Committee for the Review of 

Commonwealth/State Service Provision (SCRCSSP) 1999); Output Based Management 

(Westem Australia Treasury Department 1996b; Conunonwealth Department of 

Finance and Adminisfration 1998); Output Management (VDTF 1997b); Managing for 

Outcomes (Queensland Treasury 1998b); and Working for Outcomes (Northern 

Territory Treasury 2002). 

Whilst Output Based Budgeting may be knovra by various names, it appears to have a 

similar definition when several common aspects are taken into account, for example, 

clearly specifying outputs; focusing on identifying planned outcomes; delivering 

outputs that will best achieve government outcomes; focusing on the relationship 

between outputs, the government ftmds, and the outcomes desired by government; and 

receiving appropriations for the production of outputs (Westem Ausfralia Treasury 

Department 1996b; VDTF 1997b; Commonwealth Department of Finance and 

Adminisfration 1998; Queensland Treasury 1998b; SCRCSSP 1999; New South Wales 

Treasury 2000). 

As all definitions provided by Ausfralian freasuries focus on identifying planned 

outcomes and the delivery of outputs to achieve government outcomes, it is clear that 

the concept of Output Based Budgeting in Ausfralia not only focuses on ou^uts, but is 

also intended to move forward to outcomes. Therefore, in this thesis the term Output 

Based Budgeting means budgeting by focusing on outputs and outcomes. The 

discussion about OBB throughout the thesis will relate to both outputs and outcomes. 

Specifically, this thesis adopted the definition of Output Based Budgeting provided by 

the Steering Committee for the Review of Commonwealth/State Service Provision 

(SCRCSSP 1999, p.x) as follows: 
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"Ouput based budgeting is a government-wide reform process that requires agencies to focus 
on the relationship between their outputs, the government funds appropriated to them, and the 
outcomes desired by government. Agency managers must clearly specify the nature and quantity 
of agency outputs, cost their outputs, and articulate the connection between the outputs delivered 
and government's desired outcomes." 

This definition was selected because of its precise terminology, Output Based 

Budgeting, as used in this thesis and its comprehensive definition stating that agency 

managers must articulate the connection between the outputs delivered and 

government's desfred outcomes. 

1.8.2 Performance Indicators, Performance Measures and Performance Information 

The terms performance indicators, performance measures and performance information 

are used in a different way in the government documents and the literature. Given that 

this study investigated the usefiihiess of OBB in the Victorian government, the 

definitions of key terms provided by the VDTF were reviewed and firstly selected for 

use in this thesis if those key terms were available. In the case that the definitions 

provided by other governments or researchers revealed some important points, they 

were incorporated into the definitions proposed by the VDTF before being applied to 

this thesis. 

To distinguish the definitions of performance indicators and performance measures, 

this thesis adopted the definitions of these two key terms from the VDTF (2002b, p.viii) 

as follows: 

"Performance Indicators are measures to determine the level of achievement of a departmental 
objective. Performance indicators are monitored on an ongoing basis and reported on through the 
Budget cycle." 

"Performance Measures are targets to determine the level of achievement of a departmental 
output. Normally, the package of performance measures for an output will include quality, 
quantity, timeliness and price aspects. Performance measures should be monitored and reported 
on through the Budget cycle. Tliey are used for Revenue Certification." 
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Additionally, "performance measure is a more precise measure than performance 

indicator and it also relates to outcomes and outputs." (Commonwealth Department of 

Finance and Adminisfration 1998, p. 176). The Commonwealth Department of Finance 

and Adminisfration (1998, p. 176) fiirther discussed a shift from using quantitative 

indicators to using the broader term, performance information, which may be 

quantitative (numerical) or qualitative (descriptive). Bartos (1994, p.7) also stated that: 

"Performance information is a collection of various indicators, both quantitative and 
qualitative, which allows a judgement to be made about the success of a program in meeting its 
objective." 

In this thesis, the term performance information is used to represent both quantitative 

and qualitative performance data. However, the terms performance indicators and 

performance measures are used to refer to quantitative performance data. Particularly, 

the term performance measures rather than performance indicators is used in this thesis 

when performing content analysis of budget papers because this thesis involved an 

investigation of departmental outputs in terms of quality, quantity, and timeliness, 

according to the definition of VDTF (2002b). 

1.9 The Format of Budgets 

Budgets can be classified into two categories depending on their construction: an input 

budget and output budget. The format and information required to constmct input and 

output budgets are different. The information required to construct an input budget 

includes lists of resources to be used such as salaries and office supplies (Robinson 

1992). With an input budget, resources are allocated by objects of expenditure without 

specifying the o^tr-omes to be achieved. The line item budget may be described as an 

input oriented budget (Knight and Wiltshire 1977; Rickards 1990; Robinson 1992). 

On the other hand, an output budget lists the products or services to be delivered to the 

public or extemal consumers, rather than by one unit of government to another unit of 

government. The information requfred to constmct an output budget includes the 

objectives, outputs, outcomes to be achieved, performance measurement and output 

costs rather than objects of expenditure (VDTF 1997b). 
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1.10 Budget Structure 

Budgets can be displayed in two structures: a program structure and an output strucmre. 

With respect to the classification of the budget by programs, each program will consist 

of a set of activities that promotes the accomphshments of the same set of the objectives 

(Dyer 1970; Campo and Tommasi 1999; Iwaskow 1999). A program structure should be 

established in the planning phase and should be based on a translation of an 

organisation's fiindamental mission, goals, or objectives (Iwaskow 1999). Each 

program should represent activities and resources with a common purpose that will 

produce the same outputs. 

The program structure is demonstrated by a broad program at the aggregate level and 

then is divided into more narrowly focused subprograms, which are further divided into 

program elements or activities (Dyer 1970; Elvins 1998). The budget shows how the 

various activities of different programs relate to each other. However, if there are two or 

more agencies in the same program, it is difficult to determine the nature of the budget 

of any one agency and also difficult to identify responsibility. The use of crosswalking, 

in which information organised by the program is reconfigured into an organisational 

format, can solve this problem (Schick 1966; Iwaskow 1999). In particular, the 

development of the crosswalk facilitates the conversion of data from a planning to 

management and confrol purposes. Dyer (1970) suggested that the format of a program 

budget should be flexible enough to provide assistance in the determination of what was 

done, when it was done, and for whom it was done. Iwaskow (1999) pointed out that 

there were several disadvantages in establishing a program structure such as an increase 

in paperwork, manpower time, and possible increased costs for the work. Further, since 

program delineations might be arbitrary and might not respect organisational lines, it 

was difficult to maintain budgetary control. 

With respect to the classification of the budget by the output stmcture, output groups are 

identified and are then divided into more narrowly focused outputs with output 

performance measures (VDTF 1997b; Elvins 1998). Output groups comprise outputs 

which contribute to common outcomes. In the budget papers, the output group 

statement will include descriptions of each output group with a clear link between the 

output group and the government's desired outcomes. The output group statement will 

outiine the key outputs of the group together with related performance measures and 
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targets covering the quantity of outputs to be delivered; the quality of delivery of the 

outputs or the standard of outputs expected; the time-frame for delivery of outputs; and 

the full cost of output delivery (VDTF 1997b). Moreover, the output group should 

provide a meaningftil level of data aggregation for government resourcing decisions as 

well as for analysis by government, cenfral agencies and users of published budget and 

accountability reports (VDTF 1997b). Specifically, outputs will list the products and 

services that departments are able to deliver to an extemal customer in order to achieve 

government outcomes. Further, the output should enable comparison of the performance 

of actual and potential providers of the output. Additionally, the output should be 

routinely measured so that the govenunent can assess whether or not it is achieving 

what it paid for. 

1.11 The Function of Budgets 

Budgets can serve a number of functions such as confrol, management, and planning 

(Schick 1966; Wildavsky 1978; Lee and Johnson 1989; Murtuza 1999). Every budget 

reforai tends to adjust the confrol, management and planning balance and use budgeting 

as a device for holding the government accountable for its long-term fmancial position. 

(jSUaiiy every uUugetmg system comprises an tnese uiree LCaiurcs. liOwever, in 

practice, the three functions are competing and receive an xmequal attention in the 

operation of budgeting systems (Schick 1966; Lee and Johnson 1989). As different 

budget-orientations requfre different skills to implement the budgeting system, the 

execution of a budgeting system should demonsfrate whether greater emphasis is placed 

on confrol, management or planning. In the past, the control purpose was the 

predominant flmction. More recentiy, the budget and budget process have been 

identified as tools for management and planning (Schick 1966; Campo and Tommasi 

1999). 

The purpose of the control function is to make the budget a tool for financial 

compliance with policies and budget limits made by cenfral authorities. The confrol 

oriented budget places responsibility on the legislative branch as the principal authority 

for determining how values and budgets should be allocated. With the control oriented 

budget, detailed expenditiures are classified by organisation and objects of expenditure 

(line item) to confrol the use of resources. 

22 



Chapter I Introduction 

Due to the budgetary limits on government and the concem with value for money, the 

process of managing resources and money has changed from a confrol function with the 

detailed expenditure, to a management function, which focuses on outputs, outcomes 

and performance instead of the use of inputs (Schick 1966). The purpose of the 

management oriented budget is to use resources efficiently and effectively in the 

accomplishment of the organisation's objectives through concem with efficiency in a 

longer time perspective than with a confrol oriented budget. Key aspects of the 

management oriented budget are: identifying the objective and activity; measuring 

performance i.e., identifying cost per unit performance measure; and reporting 

performance (Schick 1966; Lee and Johnson 1989). With the management oriented 

budget, the budget document containing performance measures is a usefiil tool to help 

governments manage budgets efficiently. Several types of management oriented budgets 

exist, for example, Performance Budgeting and Output Based Budgeting. 

The planning function is designed to plan for future needs by determining clear 

objectives and the strategy required to accomplish those objectives in a long-range 

perspective (Novick 1969; Vanderbilt 1977; Shehane 1994; Iwaskow 1999). It requires 

the development and identification of specific programs to meet the planning objectives. 

The planning oriented budget aims to create linkages between planning, budgeting and 

objectives (Novick 1969; Brumby 1999). In the budget process, the planning fiinction 

involves the determination of objectives and the evaluation of altemative courses of 

action (Schick 1966; Dyer 1970; Frank 1973). There are several types of planning 

oriented budgets such as Planning Programming Budgeting System or Program 

Budgeting and Zero Based Budgeting (Schick 1966; Williams 1981). In the present 

study, the terms Planning Programming Budgeting System, Planning Programming 

Budgeting and Program Budgeting are used interchangeably. 

1.12 Australian Government Structure 

Australia is a federation with three levels of government: Federal (Commonwealth), 

State or Territory, and Local. There are six states (New South Wales, Victoria, 

Queensland, Westem Ausfralia, South Ausfralia and Tasmania) and two federal 

territories (Northern Territory and the Australian Capital Territory). Each state has its 

own pariiament, executive government, and constitution. The major responsibility of 

each state government is to manage the state's finances and provide education, health 
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care, police, fransport and social services. The primary sources of revenue for funding 

services are derived from Commonwealth government grants and state government 

taxes. Only the Commonwealth parliament imposes income taxes and has major power 

over fiscal matters. Therefore, the Commonwealth government can influence activities 

in some areas by imposing specific conditions on the funds it grants to the states (OECD 

1997b; Ausfralian Bureau of Statistics 2002). 

1.13 Victoria as a Site of the Study 

There were a num.ber of reasons for selecting Victoria as a study site for the present 

study. In Ausfralia, the Victorian government was the first to introduce an integrated 

package of reforms across the whole public sector and has undergone some of the most 

significant and extensive changes in the public sector (Armstrong 1998; English and 

Guthrie 2001). In the 1990s the Victorian government was a leader in financial 

management reform and the revolution of public sector governance, management and 

accounting technologies with speed and depth (Guthrie and Parker 1998; Carlin and 

Guthrie 2001a). Further, the Victorian government was an early adopter of new public 

management and OBB in Ausfralia. Thus it has often been seen as a role model and 

„ ,,:A^A „ +Q.~,—1„+™ fu- „-i-i ^. .__ +.. / t j . ,„u„„ „-.J /̂ 'XT™:!! -innn- r^Qrlir-. '>nniV\\ 
p i u v i u c u a iCiiijjjcitc LtjL fjiumi gv/veiziiiuciiia i^iiUgiica a i iu %.j i-vCiii £.\jyJ\J, v^alllli ZUUjD^. 

Considering that one of the aims of this study is to examine the use and usefiilness of 

performance information, it is appropriate to study Victoria because it pioneered the use 

of performance management and reporting in the public sector, including setting 

performance criteria, review of actual performance against plans, and the use of 

performance information to improve competencies (Armsfrong 1998). 

All nine government departments in Victoria during the year 2002/03 were included in 

the population to participate in this study. This selection was appropriate because the 

recipient list of Victorian budget papers was available to the researcher and mainly 

consisted of public officials who worked for the Victorian governments at the 

departmental level. Also, government departments are significant entities in terms of the 

resources received from their state government. Thefr budgets account for the majority 

of the state budget. Additionally, since 1997 all Victorian departments have 

implemented output budgeting and management and have been required to report their 

departinents' plans in the Victorian budget papers on an output basis (VDTF 1997c). 
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Therefore, public officials who have worked at a departmental level would be familiar 

with the operation of this budgetary system and with the format of output information in 

the budget papers, thus enabling the propositions of this study to be tested. 

Finally, the Victorian departmental stracture including the number and stmcmre of 

departments did not drastically change over the two year period 2001/02 and 2002/03 

when the content analysis of performance measures in all Victorian departments was 

undertaken. Therefore, the results of the content analysis in this study were not 

interfered with significant changes and shifts of departments. In summary, Victoria was 

selected as the study site because of its status as an early and far-reaching adopter of 

OBB and the accessibility of the Victorian budget paper recipient list, including contact 

names and address data of the targeted population to the researcher. 

1.14 Victorian State Government 

There were eight Victorian government departments in 2001 (VDTF 2001) and nine 

departments in 2002 (VDTF 2002a). The new department in 2002 was the Department 

of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games, separated from the Department of 

Innovation, Industry and Regional Development. Additionally, the Department of State 

and Regional Development was renamed as the Department of Innovation, Industry and 

Regional Development in tiie 2002/03 budget. 

In 2001, the eight Victorian government departments were: the Department of 

Education, Employment and Training (DEET); the Department of Human Services 

(DHS); die Department of Infrastructure (DOI); the Department of Justice (DOJ>: the 

Department of Natural Resoiurces and Environment (DNRE); the Department of Premier 

and Cabinet (DPC); the Department of State and Regional Development (DSRD) and 

the Department of Treasury and Finance (DTF). 

The nine departments in 2002 were: the Department of Education and Training; 

Department of Human Services; the Department of Infrastructure; the Department of 

Innovation, Industry and Regional Development (DIIRD); the Department of Justice; 

the Department of Natural Resources and Environment; the Department of Premier and 

Cabinet; the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games (DTSCG); 

and the Department of Treasury and Finance. 
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1.14.1 Victorian Financial Management Reform 

Since 1982, public sector reform in Victoria has focused on enhancing the fransparency 

of arrangements, within the objective of moving to a more commercial basis in which 

funding is related to performance (VDTF 1992a). In 1992, the Coalition government set 

its fmancial management objectives to restore the State's budget to surplus and 

re-establish its triple-A credit rating, particularly by removal of the current account 

deficit and reduction of state debt (VDTF 1997c; George 1999). The management 

reform program included major initiatives that were recommended by the Victorian 

Commission of Audit in 1993. 

Since the Coalition government infroduced the Public Sector Management Reform 

(PSMR) package in 1992 (VDTF 1992b), there have been new initiatives in the 

Victorian public sector including many changes in the presentation of information in the 

Victorian budget papers. In the 1993/94 Budget Papers, Victoria included output 

measures for each department (VDTF 1993). However, both actual budget data for 

1992/93 and estimated data for 1993/94 were still presented in the program-based 

stracture. One initiative was the Financial Management Act 1994 (effective July 1994) 

which was established to improve budget sector management, accountability and 

performance reporting (VDTF 1994). Nevertheless, in the 1994/95 and 1995/96 Budget 

Papers, Victoria continued to present its budget using the program-based structure 

(VDTF 1994, 1995). 

For the first time, in the 1996/97 Budget Papers, two departments, the Department of 

State and Regional Development and the Department of Treasury and Finance, based 

thefr cost estimates and presented thefr budgets, on output groups instead of programs 

as in tiie past (VDTF 1996b). However, the 1996/97 budgets still reported on a cash 

basis. In 1997, all departments fully moved to report thefr budgets in the format of 

output groups. The departments at that time moved from program management to 

output management and Budget Paper No.3 disclosed outputs and government 

outcomes. Whilst the 1997/98 budget presented the government's plan on an output 

basis for all departments, it still reported on a cash basis. Later, from 1 July 1997, 

departments were required to present their pricing structures on a full cost basis (VDTF 

1996a, 1997a). Additionally, the Management Reform Program (MRP) was infroduced 

in 1997/98 to improve accountability for resources use (VDTF 2004). 
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For the budget year 1998/99, a comprehensive output budgeting reporting regime was 

implemented. The infroduction of accrual budgeting in the 1998/99 budget papers was a 

significant new initiative both at the aggregate and departmental level. Victoria became 

the first state, and the second Ausfralian jurisdiction after the ACT, to present its budget 

on an accrual output management basis (VDTF 1998). Victoria's 1998/99 budgets were 

on an accrual basis including parliamentary appropriations. Victoria's 1999/00 budgets 

continued to be reported on an accrual output budgeting (VDTF 1999). All Australian 

governments have since agreed on an accrual-based reporting framework which was 

developed consistent with accrual-based government finance statistics, and was to be 

implemented by all jurisdictions no later than the 2002/03 budget cycle (VDTF 1999). 

In April 2000, the Financial Management (Financial Responsibility) Act 2000 was 

passed by parliament. It inserted the financial responsibility provisions in Part 5 of the 

Financial Management Act 1994 (VDTF 2000). In 2001, a program called Getting 

Together was a joint initiative between the Budget and Financial Management Division 

of VDTF and government departments. This program aimed at enhancing working 

relationships between the Division and all other government departments and agencies 

in order to achieve more effective financial management across the entire public sector 

(VDTF 2003a). 

In Febraary 2002, the Victorian Premier annoimced the commitment of the Victorian 

government to infroduce best practice business tools for environmental management in 

government departments. Under this initiative, Victorian government departments were 

requfred to: unplement an EuvlxOnment Management System by 30 June 2003; comply 

with a Green Purchasing Policy; and report armually on their environmental 

performance (VDTF 2003b). Table 1.4 summarises initiatives of the Victorian financial 

management and changes in the presentation of budget structure and output 

performance information observed from budget papers for the years 1992 to 2002. 
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1.14.2 The Structure of the Victorian Budget Papers 

The Department of Treasury and Finance produces budget papers each year, providing 

financial projections of government income and expenditure for the year ahead. 

Basically, there are seven main sets of budget papers as follows. 

Budget Paper No. I is the Treasurer's Speech. It outlines the government's economic 

and financial program. The Treasurer uses this budget speech to outline the 

government's sfrategy, announce new initiatives, report achievements or deliver 

revenue adjustments. 

Budget Paper No.2 is the Budget Statement. It presents information regarding fmancial 

policy objectives and strategies; budget position; economic frends; budget initiatives; 

balance sheet management; statements of risks; and estimated financial statements. 

Budget Paper No.3 is the Budget Estimates. It provides information about the detailed 

output delivery plans of individual departments, revenue and expenses, the outputs 

Wiiicix tiie government expects to purchase, and the departmeiital objectives that are to 

be achieved through the delivery of outputs. Budget Paper No.3 consists of four 

statements. Ffrst, the departmental overview provides a brief discussion of departmental 

financial estimates. Second, the departmental statements incorporate total resources of 

each department, showing the financial resources available to the department from all 

sources, and the way the resources are used. The contents for each department are 

separated into two parts. Part one provides a set of output group tables outlining the 

description of the output group and the relationship between the outputs in the group 

and the departmental objectives to be achieved. Moreover, performance measures and 

targets in terms of quantity, quality, timeliness, and cost are provided for each output 

produced by the departments. Part Two presents financial information about the 

resources available to departments as well as the use of those resources. Third, Budget 

Paper No.3 indicates the state revenue which outlines the various sources of state 

government revenue for both general and specific purposes. Finally, the public account 

is included which provides details of public account receipts and payments. 
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Budget Overview describes budget highlights according to the key elements used to 

form the government's policy. It identifies key areas that the government focuses on 

and demonsfrates a clear vision for the future. 

Budget Information Paper (BIP) I is the Public Sector Asset Investment Program. It 

presents projects that will either increase the service capacity or maintain the existing 

service capacity of assets to meet the priority needs of all Victorians. 

Budget Update includes revised estimated financial statements and updates on 

Victoria's financial position. 

Finally, the Media Release is a collection of press releases for the media and interest 

groups. 

1.14.3 Output Performance Information in the Victorian Budget Papers 

Since 1997 outputs have been published in the Victorian budget papers as a first step 

towards OBB, replacing the former program format. As noted earlier, for the first time 

hi the 1997/1998 Victorian budget papers, ail Victorian government departments fiilly 

changed so as to report thefr budgets in the format of output stracture (VDTF 1997a). 

Further, for the ffrst time in the 1998/1999 Victorian budget papers, output performance 

measures did not measure organisational performance in terms of the fraditional 

production model (against economy, efficiency, effectiveness and equity criteria). They 

measured how well the department or agency had produced or delivered its outputs by 

assessing performance in terms of quantity, quality, cost and timeliness (VDTF 1997b, 

1998). In the Victorian budget sector, output performance information was used to 

assist the govenunent to make fimding decisions about the products and services it 

wanted to deliver to the community to achieve its desired outcomes. 

1.15 Summary of Chapter and the Structure of the Thesis 

This thesis is organised into eight chapters. In this infroductory chapter, research 

problems, research aims, research questions, and arguments about the generalisabiiity of 

the results, were described. Theoretical frameworks and their justification as well as the 

definitions of key terms, were also provided. Further, the format of budgets, budget 

stractures, and the flmction of budgets are presented. Finally, an overview of the 
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Ausfralian and Victorian government stractures as well as the Victorian financial 

management reform, were briefly outlined. 

In Chapter 2 a literature review relating to budgetary systems and performance 

information is presented. This chapter provides information about benefits and 

limitations of major budgetary systems as well as the role of performance information in 

the public sector. An empirical study on the impact of budgetary systems on decision 

making, accountability, and organisational operations is also outlined. Finally, theories 

of budgeting and decision making are discussed. 

A literature review relating to the decision-usefulness model and the Australian 

Accounting Conceptual Framework, in particular SAC2 and SAC3 is presented in 

Chapter 3. The reviews include empirical smdies of the objective of financial reporting, 

the qualitative characteristics of information, and user needs both in respect of the 

private and public sectors. Also, evidence from previous studies on factors influencing 

the perceived usefiilness and the use of financial reporting are documented. 

The research methodology is presented in Chapter 4. The conceptual framework 

including variables operationalisation and the research propositions are outlined. The 

procedures of the two research methods (survey and content analysis) used in this study 

are presented. The reliability and validity of the research instruments and statistical 

techniques employed in this study, are also discussed. 

In Chapter 5 the univariate survey findings are presented. In this chapter the response 

rate and the result of non-response bias from the OBB questionnaires are reported. A 

univariate analysis of the survey data is discussed mainly relating to the usefulness of 

information in the 2002/03 Victorian budget papers and the consequences of using OBB 

in public organisations. 

The survey propositions-test results are presented in Chapter 6. The bivariate (cross-

tabulation) analysis results of Propositions 1 to 3 for Research Question 1 are presented 

relating to the usefiilness of information within budget papers. Also, the results of the 

cross-tabulation and multivariate analysis of Propositions 4 to 6 are discussed to answer 

Research Question 2 involving the consequences of using OBB. 
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In Chapter 7 the content analysis results are presented. The discrepancy rates between 

the latent and manifest content analyses of new performance measures are reported. 

Three aspects of the results of a longitudinal content analysis of the Victorian budget 

papers over the two year period are discussed: the change in the total amount of 

performance measures between the budget year 2001/02 and 2002/03; the survival rate; 

and the novelty rate. 

Finally, Chapter 8 presents conclusions and discusses implications. A summary and 

conclusions of the main findings of the survey questionnaire and content analysis are 

presented. Three implications of those findings are identified: theoretical implications; 

methodological implications; and practical implications. Fiuther, frameworks for 

reporting information in the budget papers as well as the implementation of OBB in the 

government departments are proposed. 
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CHAPTER 2 

BUDGETING AND PERFORMANCE INFORMATION 

2.1 Introduction 

In this chapter the benefits and limitations of major budgetary systems as well as 

empirical studies on public budgetary systems are provided. The role of performance 

information in the public sector is also reviewed. In addition, two types of budgeting 

theories, namely normative theory and descriptive theory are discussed. Finally, three 

decision making theories are presented: rationalist, incrementalist and mixed-scanning. 

2.2 The Evolution of Budgetary Systems 

During the 1920s and 1930s budgets emphasised financial confrol with the adoption of 

line item budgeting (Schick 1966; Vanderbilt 1977). When the concept of the 

management oriented budget emerged. Performance Budgeting emphasising efficiency, 

became fashionable in the early 1950s (Iwaskow 1999). In the 1960s, the plarming 

oriented budget, focusing on strategic long range planning and efficiency and effective 

allocation of limited resources, began with the adoption of the Planning Programming 

Budgeting System (PPBS) or Program Budgeting in a niunber of OECD countries 

(Vanderbilt 1977; Brumby 1999). Later, the Zero Based Budgeting (ZBB) concept was 

infroduced in the 1970s (Phyrr 1973). Whilst the dominant frend in budgeting in the 

1980s was prioritisation, in the 1990s it was accouniability (Schick 1990; Rubin 1996). 

Since the 1980s the intemational frend toward performance oriented budgeting 

approaches, calling for the linkage of budget inputs and budget outcomes, has been 

increasing (Guthrie 1998; Simpkins 1998; Cam.po and Tommasi 1999). Consequently, 

in the 1990s, Output Based Budgeting was adopted in New Zealand and Australia 

(VDTF 1997b; Campo and Tommasi 1999) and Perfonnance Based Budgeting (PBB) 

was infroduced in the United States (Easterling 1999). Premchand (1984) pointed out 

that while budgetary systems had various names, they shared several common feaUires, 

such as classification, specification of objectives, and the evaluation of efficiency. 
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2.3 Five Major Types of Budgetary Systems 

There are five major types of budgetary systems that have been used in the public sector 

organisations: line item budgeting; zero based budgeting; the plarming programming 

budgeting system; performance budgeting; and output based budgeting. The benefits 

and limitations of five major types of budgetary systems are discussed in the following 

sections. 

2.3.1 Line Item Budgeting 

The line item budget is concemed with controlling costs of resource inputs such as 

salaries and rents (Schick 1966). A line item budget has many beneficial features, most 

of which stem from the fact that it does not requfre advanced accounting systems and is 

easy to prepare, calculate, and understand (Wildavsky 1979). Further, its format fits 

well with an annual budgetary cycle where agencies are required to compare the actual 

expenditure on each item during the past year with the amount allocated (Knight and 

Wiltshire 1977; Wildavsky 1978). Moreover, responsiveness to changing economic 

conditions is facilitated best with a budget calculated yearly, which the line item budget 

does. Additionally, the line item budget does not demand or inhibit policy analysis 

because ii is policy neufral, and as such, any policy can be converted into line items 

(Wildavsky 1978). Line item budgeting also tends to reduce conflict because choices 

that might cause conflict are fragmented so that not all difficulties need to be faced at 

any one time (Wildavsky 1979; Robinson 1992). Thus, it is feasible and practical for the 

public sector with its inherent significant political dynamics (Iwaskow 1999). Finally, 

the line item format lends itself well to audit and facilitates the cenfral agency in 

checkmg whether only the amount specified has been spent on each item (Knight and 

Wihshire 1977). 

Nevertheless, the line item budget has a number of drawbacks, making it unsuitable in 

certain situations. For example, it is irrational in the sense that it deals with inputs 

instead of outputs and outcomes (Wildavsky 1978; Campo and Tommasi 1999). The 

relationships between inputs and outputs, as well as that of outputs and outcomes are 

not demonstrated by the budget (Lee and Johnson 1989). Further, the line item budget 

tends to ignore potentially confroversial considerations like policy issues and service 

levels because of its concentration on money spent on inputs (Rickards 1990). It also 

impedes both performance and program prioritisation because of an input oriented 
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approach in budget formulation (Campo and Tommasi 1999). It is also difficult to 

evaluate performance as the budget cannot indicate whether the goals of an 

organisation are appropriate or have been met, because objectives are neither clear nor 

considered (Knight and Wiltshfre 1977; Wildavsky 1978). Further, its emphasis on 

confrol, therefore, does not encourage the explicit inclusion of planning in the budget 

(Knight and Wiltshfre 1977). 

Moreover, it is shortsighted in that line item budgets usually cover just one instead of 

many years, which can lead to overspending because huge disbursements in future 

years are hidden (Wildavsky 1978). Additionally, minor accoimting ertors in the line 

item budget can snowball into larger problems. As one year's budget will be 

determined by the previous year's budget, any mistakes in the previous year's budget 

will follow in the next, thereby compounding and exacerbating the problem. As the line 

item budget is heavily historical, it does not search for the most efficient combination 

of inputs to deliver service and lacks a better altemative (Rickards 1990; Campo and 

Tommasi 1999). Finally, the line item budget also lacks the flexibility to fransfer a 

budget between different objects of expenditure because of its rigidity of appropriation 

rales (Campo and Tommasi 1999; Iwaskow 1999). 

2.3.2 Zero Based Budgeting 

Zero Based Budgeting was infroduced in order to overcome the limitation of 

incremental budgeting because resources that have already been granted to a program 

do not necessarily mean that it must be continued (Herzlinger 1979; Pyhrr 1999). In the 

Zero Based Budgeting system, the entfre budget including old and new programs is 

evaluated each year and all activities must be justified from base zero. In principle, 

there is a link between planning and budgeting (Williams 1981). Zero Based Budgeting 

can generate improvements in many areas for any organisation that decides to adopt it. 

It improves communication between employees at all levels and encourages greater 

involvement of managers at all levels in the budget process in generating the decision 

package (Pattillo 1977; Schick and Stenberg 1978; Herzlinger 1979; Williams 1981). 

Zero Based Budgeting also assists in eliminating both programs that provide the 

poorest results and duplicative work that is being done between programs (Wildavsky 

1979). Additionally, because it is a short term budgeting tool it can be used with evety 

budgeting format such as organisational, functional and program formats (Draper and 
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Pitsvada 1981; Brumby 1999; Pyhrr 1999). Finally, it leads to much better information 

about the extent and range of the organisation's activities (Herzlinger 1979). 

There are however many pitfalls inherent when implementing Zero Based Budgeting. 

For example. Zero Based Budgeting creates a huge volume of paperwork, which is not 

helpfiil in decision making (Draper and Pitsvada 1981; Puritano and Korb 1981; 

Williams 1981). Further, aimual reviews and evaluations of all program expenditure for 

the preparation of the aimual budget, prove to be practically impossible, incremental 

and too demanding (Wildavsky 1978; WiUiams 1981; Bramby 1999). Schick and Hatiy 

(1982) argued that Zero Based Budgeting in practice is not rational, does not really 

begin at zero, and becomes a matter of percentages rather than an examination of 

agency operations and performance. Moreover, calculations become unmanageable 

because everything at every time is subject to scratiny (Wildavsky 1978; Schick and 

Hatry 1982; Havens 1983). 

There is also an ambiguity in the methods used to rank decision packages and bias can 

occur in the evaluation process because of the subjective nature of the ranking process 

(Wildavsky 1979; WiUiams 1981; Schick and Hatry 1982; Phyrr 1999). Further, there 

is no attempt to link evaluation v̂ dth the budget process (Havens 1983). With Zero 

Based Budgeting, agencies do not know the precise relationship between the fimds they 

spend and the results of the services they deliver, nor do they know the precise 

relationship between services and costs (Schick and Hatry 1982). Additionally, it is 

difficult to identify objectives and appropriate decision units, rank dissimilar programs 

and handle large volumes of packages (Pyhrr 199^) It is also expensive to prepare and 

requires considerable time and skills to operate (Bramby 1999). Finally, its suitability 

is limited only to small organisations which have consistent goals (Puritano and Korb 

1981). 

2.3.3 The Planning Programming Budgeting System 

The Planning Programming Budgeting System or Program Budgeting was designed to 

accommodate the multiple ftmctions of budgeting such as integrating planning and 

budgeting in a program format (Schick 1966; Iwaskow 1999). Some authors are of the 

view that program budgeting is conceptually sound and can be implemented (Novick 

1973; Babunakis 1976). The program budgeting process helps to better define an 
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organisation's objectives and sfrategies as well as creating better linkages between 

objectives, programs, activities, and financial resources (Bramby 1999; Campo and 

Tommasi 1999; Iwaskow 1999). Program budgeting also facilitates a comparison of 

program effectiveness and can assist in reducing or eliminating duplicated activities 

(Dean 1986b). Moreover, it allows administrators to evaluate the anticipated results of 

proposed programs and to compare results from different proposals in searching for the 

best alternatives (Botner 1970; Dyer 1970; Macleod 1971). Program budgeting is also 

usefiil because it encourages the use of long term or multi year planning. Additionally, 

program budgeting assists managers to classify expenditure so as to identify the direct 

costs as well as to estimate the cost consequences of expanding or contracting any 

programs. Further, program budgeting allows assessment of the fmancial implications 

of a program over an extended period of time and encourages better cost control 

(Macleod 1971; Bellamy and Kluvers 1995; Kluvers 2001a). Finally, in some countries, 

program budgeting helps to improve the presentation of the budget, which may lead to a 

greater performance orientation by budget officials (Campo and Tommasi 1999). 

The benefits of program budgeting outlined above come at the expense of many 

disadvantages. For example, calculations are vastly increased and difficult because of 

the necessity of evaluating every program in comparison with all others (Wildavsky 

1978). There is a lack of ovmership and accountability because responsibility for 

programs is scattered throughout die whole government (i.e. multiple jurisdictions 

might have overlapping responsibility for the same program) (Wildavsky 1979; Campo 

and Tommasi 1999). Indeed, a major problem with program budgeting is the 

disconnection between the program stracture and the adminisfrative stracture (Dean 

1986b; Campo and Tommasi 1999). Additionally, the program budgeting concept is 

inappropriate for use in organisations operating in changing environments because it 

contains centralising bias, bureaucracy and rigidity (Dyer 1970; Wildavsky 1979). 

Also, program budgeting is tune consuming and greatly increases the amount of data to 

be gatiiered (Vanderbilt 1977; Puritano and Korb 1981). Further, program budgeting 

increases the cost of correcting crtors because of its highly differentiated and tightly 

linked characteristics, thus decreasing commitment in correcting those errors 

(Wildavsky 1979). Moreover, costs associated with the adoption of program budgeting 

are substantial (Dyer 1970). A problem frequently arises because the benefits and costs 
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of some projects carmot be stated numerically (Knight and Wiltshire 1977) and it is 

impossible in practice for all policies related to conunon objectives to be compared by 

cost and effectiveness (Wildavsky 1979). Additionally, it is difficult to define policy 

aims, use performance indicators to measure results, and there is no tight relationship 

between resources and results (Schick 1990). Moreover, practitioners of program 

budgeting are unable to define programs or attach costs to them (Vanderbilt 1977). 

Further, it is difficult to develop effectiveness measures and these measures are not 

used to differentiate among altematives (Intemational Bank for Reconstruction and 

Development (IBRD) 1998). Finally, analyses are prepared but rarely used in making 

budget allocations because program budgeting does not provide information relevant to 

the user at all levels (Wildavsky 1979; Schick and Hatry 1982). 

2.3.4 Performance Budgeting 

Whilst in the 1950s, performance budgeting focused on input and output measures, in 

the 1980s, it focused on outcomes and the linking of output and outcome measures with 

ftinding decisions (Lu 1998; Easterling 1999; Wang 1999a). Performance budgeting 

allows for many advantages in the budgeting process. It links spending to outcomes by 
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performance budgeting facilitates performance auditing, monitoring, evaluation and 

performance reporting (Dean 1986a; Smith 1999). Further, performance budget 

execution is flexible and allows for improved budget submissions (Wang 1999a). 

Additionally, performance budgeting provides better performance measurement, 

enhances responsibilities at below ministry level, and makes managers more 

accountable for program decisions that affect budget outcomes (Berry and Flowers 

1999; Smith 1999). 

Performance budgeting also assists in changing the core budget discussions among 

legislators to a sfronger focus on outcomes and enhancing awareness of outcomes and 

factors that affect performance outcomes (Willoughby and Melkers 2001). Moreover, 

performance budgeting improves operations by linking budget and program 

performance over time (Smith 1999). It also leads to cost saving, reduces duplicative 

services, and encourages better understanding of government operations (Melkers and 

Willoughby 2001). Finally, performance budgeting improves the quality of information 
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being developed by agencies, provides a better program evaluation and increases the 

involvement of officials in the budget process (Knight and Wiltshfre 1977). 

Performance budgeting however, does present many disadvantages for the organisation 

that decides to adopt it. It is too expensive for small units of government, since it 

involves extra officials and new sets of documents (Knight and Wiltshfre 1977). 

Further, performance budgeting increases the workload of public officials (Melkers and 

Willoughby 2001) and is vulnerable to threats from fraud and misrepresentation (Smith 

1999). Whilst performance budgeting requires program-based perfonnance information 

and an accounting system which supports the calculation of unit costs, these 

requfrements cannot be provided by most governments (Hendon 1999). Consequently, 

the budget does not adequately link programs with thefr costs. Moreover, the consensus 

between the parliament and the executive on organisational goals and relevant 

performance measures is often difficult to achieve because many agencies have 

multiple and confradictory goals (Wang 1999a). 

Additionally, there are problems in defining and establishing appropriate performance 

measures (Dean 1986b; Melkers and Willoughby 2001). Further, outcome measures 

that can be used to assess the impacts of programs to the public or community, are not 

developed (Hendon 1999). There is also a lack of available data to frack outputs and 

outcomes of programs over time (Berry and Flowers 1999; Hendon 1999). Due to the 

difficulties of developing outcomes and effectiveness measures in the public sector, 

they are rarely used by budget decision makers (Lu 1998). Moreover, performance 

budgeting concentrates too much on efficiency, and therefore outcomes are not given 

enough attention (IBRD 1998). 

Another important problem is that agencies lack internal procedures to ensure that 

performance data are accurate (Hendon 1999). Lu (1998) suggested that tiie poor 

quality of performance measvues and thefr attempt at comprehensiveness are generic 

defects that undermine performance budgeting success. Finally, performance budgeting 

takes no accoimt of the consfraints faced by users such as the time available to them to 

study the information, its relevance to their needs and their expertise in using it. As 

such, infomiation overload is particularly common (Dean 1986a). 
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2.3.5 Output Based Budgeting 

Recentiy various governments have infroduced Output Based Budgeting. For example. 

New Zealand (New Zealand Treasury 1996; Schick 1996), the Australian Capital 

Territory (Australian Capital Territory Treasury 1995), Victoria (VDTF 1997a), South 

Ausfralia (South Ausfralia Department of Treasury and Finance i997b), Queensland 

(Queensland Treasury 1998a), Westem Australia (Westem Ausfralia Treasury 

Department 1996a, 2000), Tasmania (Tasmania Department of Treasury and Finance 

2002), the Northern Territory (Northern Territory Treasury 2002) and the 

Commonwealth Government (Commonwealth Department of Finance and 

Adminisfration 1998). 

In theory, OBB has been infroduced with an expectation of the many benefits that it will 

provide to government. Proponents of OBB claim that it promotes greater efficiency, 

transparency, and accountability of governments (VDTF 1992a; New Zealand Treasury 

1996; Westem Australia Treasury Department 1996b; OECD 1997b). Clarifying the 

nature of outputs would result in a more intelligent analysis of the outcomes to which 

they are supposed to contribute. Therefore, the outcomes can be better understood 

because of the ability to pose questions with greater precision than previously (Holmes 

and Wileman 1995). Experience to date has shown that politicians are beginning to ask 

further questions about why certain activities are being carried out by government 

departments rather than focusing on the levels of inputs as in the past (Boston et al 

1996). The New Zealand Treasury (1996) found that the chief executives had a clear 

idea of what was expected of them and could be held responsible if agreed perfonnance 

standards were not met. 

Advocates of OBB claim benefits over an input system stating that the government 

knows the full cost of outputs; is able to specify performance standards required in the 

delivery of the outputs; and is able to compare the cost-effectiveness of altemative 

providers. Consequently, OBB will help governments to improve service delivery, 

service quality and management information upon which to make better decisions 

(Boston et al 1996; McTaggart 1997; VDTF 1997b, c; Queensland Treasuty 1998b; 

Westem Ausfralia Treasury Department 2000; Trenorden 2001). Additionally, a 

differentiation between purchaser and ownership perspectives of performance, and 
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between inputs, outputs and outcomes, promotes clear specification of performance and 

provides information for assessing performance (New Zealand Treasury 1996). 

Many advocates claim that OBB will improve management decision making, internal 

resource allocation and increase accountabiHty. Specifically, OBB will improve 

information upon which it can base decisions relating to the types of services that are 

most effective in achieving government outcomes, and which service providers offer the 

best quality service and value for money (Westem Ausfralia Treasury Department 

1996b; Queensland Treasury 1998b). Further, well defmed performance measures will 

assist governments to compare the performance of agencies against other providers; 

select the level and mix of outputs for which agencies should be fiinded for achieving 

the government outcomes; and assess whether outputs have been delivered. Therefore, 

governments will purchase only those outputs necessary to achieve the desired 

outcomes, and will purchase from the most cost efficient and effective public or private 

sector providers within the competitive environment (Trenordon 2001). 

Moreover, appropriation and budgeting by outputs rather than by aims, objectives or 

programs, enables a more transparent targeting of expenditure. This enables resources 

consumed, to be related to services produced and there is a relationship between outputs 

and costs (Fallot and Ball 1996). Further, budgets relating to outputs facilitate the 

establishment of a relationship between the result of the expenditure and the level of 

expenditure. The linkage between outputs and government outcomes will sfrengthen a 

government's sfrategic and fiscal confrol, enabling limited resources to be allocated in 

line with government policy objectives (VDTF 1997c). Additionally, as outputs are 

aligned to departmental objectives and government outcomes, this ensures that services 

are relevant to the government and the commimity. Likewise, the benefit for the 

government is that OBB encourages the translation of policy objectives into funded 

services (Queensland Treasury 1998b). Separate appropriations for outputs and the 

specification of output performance measures, enable managers to allocate and manage 

resources for the delivery of specific services. Further, output cost infomiation provides 

governments with a sound basis for resourcing departments and accurate information to 

enable informed decision-making (VDTF 1997b). 
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Other claimed benefits of OBB are greater customer focus (Boston et al 1996; New 

Zealand Treasury 1996; South Ausfralia Department of Treasury and Finance 1998a); 

improvement in government management and fimding of services (Queensland 

Treasury 1998b; Carlin and Guthrie 2001b); the encouragement of a competitive 

envfronment to enhance the quality and efficiency of budget sector operations; a clear 

separation of the responsibilities of ministers and departmental chief executives (Boston 

et al 1996); and an improvement in the link between an agency's corporate sfrategic 

planning and intemal resource allocation processes (Westem Ausfralia Treasury 

Department 1996b). Further, agencies can identify whether the same or similar outputs 

are produced thereby minimising or avoiding duplication of effort (Westem Australia 

Treasury Department 1996b; Queensland Treasury 1998b). 

OBB also improves transparency of governmental activities and facilitates the switching 

of resources into key priority areas, as a result of distinguishing purchase and ownership 

interests of the government with output appropriation and reporting (Boston et al 1996; 

VDTF 1997b). Moreover, agencies' output goals are more quantified and focus on the 

delivety of outputs in the most efficient manner, with improved intemal performance 

management, including: planning; performance monitoring; and performance evaluation 

(Westem Ausfralia Treasury Department 1996b). Another benefit for public agencies is 

that there is an increase in the flexibility and autonomy to manage service delivety 

(Queensland Treasmy 1998b). 

OBB also has benefits for public officials. For example, public officials potentially have 

more sfreamlined work processes with duplication minimised. Further, they have a 

clearer understanding of what is expected, how success is measured, and how their 

works contribute to the outputs of their agencies (VDTF 1997b; Queensland Treasuty 

1998b). Robinson (1992) is of the view that output classification of expenditure 

facilitates the development of useful output performance indicators. Expenditure 

information classified by outputs is more usefiil for the piupose of expenditure review 

or appraisal than information classified by organisational or flmctional stracture. 

Boston et al (1996) stated that government departments in New Zealand were providing 

better services with fewer resources. At the ministerial level, the capacity to prioritise 

and confrol public spending had improved. Further, managers and politicians on the 
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whole shared the view that objectives had been clarified, and that accountability and 

transparency had been enhanced, through the improved specification of outputs. The 

stractural changes such as the separation of policy advice and service delivety activities 

into separate agencies helped to overcome the problems of multiple and conflicting 

objectives. 

Nevertheless, there is scant evidence of the positive impact of OBB in practice (Campo 

and Tommasi 1999; Carlin 2003a). The limitation of OBB is that budgets focusing on 

outputs would obscure the importance of outcomes (Holmes and Wileman 1995; Boston 

et al 1996; Guthrie 1998; Barzelay 2001). Also, Hohnes and Wileman (1995) indicated 

that the measurement of societal impact was difficult. Farther, Boston et al (1996) stated 

that the process of identifying objectives and reporting in the estimates was difficult. 

Moreover, Robinson (1992) argued that output classification should not be used as a 

form of cenfral confrol because quite highly disaggregated output categories should be 

provided, which would then impose quite unnecessary inflexibilities and costs. As the 

amount of information which decision makers were able to understand and useftilly 

utilise was limited, there are questions as to whether the parliament and its select 

committees have the necessary skills, time, resources, and motivation to use the 

increased quantity and quaUty of information available (Boston et al 1996). 

There are many problems inherent in implementing the OBB systems. For example, it is 

difficult to assign input costs to outputs and it is normally impossible to assign output 

costs to outcomes. Additionally, OBB requires accounting expertise. Therefore, 

problems may exist with the availability of those financial skills (Pallot and Ball 1996). 

With OBB, government agencies must operate in a contestable, potentially volatile 

marketplace which requires highly skilled managers. Trenordon (2001) argued that it 

was in danger of placing undue pressure on public sector managers who might be less 

inclined to take risks in a highly contestable, market oriented operating envfronment. 

Consequently, OBB has the tendency to discourage senior management and Chief 

Executive Officers from recommending courses of action. 

Moreover, there were some difficulties when implementation took place in Australia 

and New Zealand. These common difficulties include a lack of rigour in the defmition 

and measurement of outputs, a lack of clarity and measurability in the choice of 
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outcomes, and an almost total lack of performance measurement systems that provide 

feedback about the impact of purchased outputs on outcomes (Carlin 1998; Guthrie and 

Carlin 1999). The study by Cariin and Guthrie (2001b) also indicated that in practice, 

the OBB documents in Queensland and New Zealand provided less useful information 

than fraditional input based program budget statements. Additionally, Guthrie and 

Carlin (1999) argued that where an intemal management shift did not take place, there 

v/as no reason to expect that a change in the format and content of extemal budget 

documents would lead to the improvement of organisational economy, efficiency or 

effectiveness. Therefore, appropriate definitions of outputs and outcomes needed to be 

agreed upon, and usefiil, stable performance measures and indicators had to be 

identified and implemented to support an effective feedback mechanism. Another 

argument was that reforms infroduced to evaluate performance in the Ausfralian public 

sector were promoted with high expectations but had only partially been fiilfilled 

because of weaknesses in implementation (Guthrie and English 1997). 

In New Zealand, Boston et al (1996) identified several limitations of OBB in practice. 

Ffrst, the allocation of costs to outputs had been particularly difficult. Second, corporate 

planning was infroduced but not integrated with the resource allocation process. Finally, 

some departments claimed that improved output specification decreased management 

flexibility and enhanced the chances of budget appropriations being cut. According to 

Campo and Tommasi (1999), Ministiy of Finance officials in most developed coimtries 

have considered OBB and refused to recommend it because of the cost of obtaining data 

and intensive monitoring of results. Further, there is the elusive factor of output quality. 

As for developing countries, there is an argument that this approach is generally 

unsuitable, although a few exceptions are conceivable. 

2.4 The Victorian Budgetary Systems 

Since 1982, the Victorian government has infroduced public sector reform to sfrengthen 

the fmancial and economic management of the state (VDTF 1992a). Prior to the 

infroduction of OBB, the preparation of the Victorian budget was based on a program 

stiucture. On 1 July 1984, all Victorian government departments commenced program 

based appropriation management under the overview of the Department of Management 

and Budget (Gowan 1985). The Victorian government's strategy for reforming the 

budget sector has been focused on enhancing the transparency of anangements, with an 
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objective of moving to a more commercial basis in which fimding is related to 

perfonnance (VDTF 1992a). 

Later, in 1997 a package of reforms was promoted by a new government in order to 

restore the state's budget to surplus and re-establish its triple-A credit rating (VDTF 

1997c). The primaty focus of Victorian public sector reforms since 1997 has been to 

improve the efficiency, effectiveness and performance of the public sector, to focus on 

output and outcomes, to make the public sector more responsive to the needs of 

government and the commimity, and to create more competition and accountability to 

government and the parliament (VDTF 1997b, c). 

The first stage in the introduction of OBB was for each department to establish and 

define an output stracture. Appropriation on the basis of outputs has been considered to 

be an inherent part of the OBB systems adopted by the government. Under the output-

outcome framework, unclear quality information is replaced by measurable indicators of 

what was planned and what was delivered, based on outputs (VDTF 1997b). The OBB 

systems in Victoria are similar to those infroduced by the federal government and other 

jurisdictions in Australia. The characteristics of the OBB systems adopted in Ausfralia 

including Victoria are discussed below. 

In theoty, OBB involves: defining the government's objectives; defining outputs and 

outcomes to achieve objectives; focusing on outputs and outcomes; budgeting and 

appropriation by outputs based on output stracture; using performance indicators to 

measure outputs; reflecting fiiU accraal cost; and separating purchaser and ovmer as 

well as purchaser and provider relationships (Westem Ausfralia Treasury Department 

1996b; VDTF 1997b, Commonwealth Department of Finance and Adminisfration 1998; 

Queensland Treasuty 1998b; South Ausfralia Department of Treasury and Finance 

1998a; New South Wales Treasuty 2000). On the whole, OBB is a management 

approach designed to assist governments and agencies in resourcing the outputs 

requfred to achieve planned outcomes (VDTF 1997b; Commonwealth Department of 

Finance and Adminisfration 1998). 
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Under OBB, budgets are specified in terms of the purchase of goods and services rather 

than in terms of the consumption of inputs (Westem Ausfralia Treasmy Department 

1996b; VDTF 1997b). This budgetary system uses outputs as the basic unit for 

budgeting and performance reporting. Outputs and performance are measured in terms 

of quantity, quaUty, timeliness and cost (VDTF 1997b). The government sets its 

sfrategic priorities or intended outcomes, and then commissions departments to deliver 

outputs that the department determines will best achieve those outcomes. It requfres 

agencies to focus on the relationship between their outputs, the government funds 

appropriated to them, and the outcomes desired by the government. 

This approach is intended to emphasise the relationship between what agencies produce 

and thefr impact on society. Departments must demonsfrate how outputs contribute to 

achieving their approved objectives, and how these objectives are aligned with whole-

of-govemment outcomes. Performance measures are central to OBB, since it is through 

these measures that the attainment of objectives is measured. It is by means of 

performance measures that feedback is provided to decision makers (VDTF 1997b; 

Queensland Treasuty 1998b). Together with a system of performance measurement for 

the organisation, OBB has been seen as providing improved accountability and 

improved performance (VDTF 1997b). In summaty, key features of the Victorian 

approach to OBB are that the system focuses on objectives, outputs and outcomes rather 

than inputs and processes as well as providing greater flexibility and discretion in the 

management of resources to achieve those outcomes. 

2.5 Empirical Research on Public Sector Budgetary Systems 

Literature on public sector budgeting has various foci, for example, studies on public 

sector budgetaty systems have examined different types of budgetaty methods (Botner 

1985; Grizzle 1986; Bellamy and Kluvers 1995; O'Toole et al 1996); other stiidies have 

examined budgetaty theoty by considering theoretical underpinning of budgeting 

systems such as incremental budgeting (Bailey and O'Connor 1975; Bamett et al 1991; 

Reddick 2003; Seal 2003). Some studies have focused on intemational comparisons of 

budgetaty processes and practices as well as the intenelations among budgeting, 

auditing and evaluation (Knight and Wiltshire 1977; Gray et al 1993). 
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A hrther sfream of public sector budgeting literature has focused on performance 

evaluation in tiie budgetaty process (Havens 1983; Lauth 1985; Di Francesco 1998; 

MacKay 1999). In the United States, Lauth (1985) found that evaluation measures were 

not used by Georgia's budget officers to a substantial degree in the budgeting processes. 

Havens (1983) identified three impediments to linking evaluation and budgeting: 

organisational stracture; a conflicting perception of time; and different intellectual 

frameworks of budgeters and evaluators. 

In Ausfralia, Di Francesco (1998) criticised the statistics used by the Ausfralian 

Department of Finance and Administration and implicitly rejected its conclusions about 

the estimates relating to the influence of evaluation findings on the new policy and 

savings proposals. Di Francesco (1998) indicated that evaluation strategy has had only a 

minor impact on Ausfralian cenfral budgetaty processes. Moreover, a large proportion 

of savings options were prepared by the Department of Finance and Adminisfration 

without using evaluation information. In confrast, MacKay (1999) offered an opposing 

view to that of Di Francesco (1998). MacKay argued that there were no statistical or 

methodological flaws in the estimation method used by the Department of Finance and 

Administration. Consequently, MacKay (1999) supported the fmdings that evaluation 

had played an important role in the arguments relating to new policy proposals and 

savings options, as well as having influenced cabinet's budget deliberations in 

Ausfralia. 

Further, a review of the literature relating to budgetary practices revealed that research 

has tended to focus on issues of the implementation processes of budgetaty systems 

(Capron 1969; Harper et al 1969; Schick 1990; Martin 1997; Melkerc and Willoughby 

1998; Sheffield 1999; Beny et al 2000; McGill 2001) and problems in implementing 

budgetaty systems (Moshier 1969; Moore 1980; Lauth 1985; Mascarenhas 1996; 

Hendon 1999; Carlin and Guthrie 2001b). Whilst there exist a number of extensive 

empirical studies on various public sector budgetaty systems, there is very limited 

literature on empirical studies of the consequences of using OBB in practice. Therefore, 

the literature review in the following sections is concemed with the impact of using 

various budgetaty systems in the public sector, not particular to OBB, on decision 

making, accountability and organisational operations. 
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2.5.1 The Impact of Budgetary Systems on Decision Making 

Extensive research has examined the impact of infroducing various budgeting systems 

rather than OBB on decision making or resource allocation decision such as Zero Based 

Budgeting (Schick and Hatty 1982; Lauth 1985); Performance Budgeting (Lu 1998; 

Beny and Flowers 1999; Jordan and Hackbart 1999; Melkers and Willoughby 2001); 

and the Planning Program Budgeting System (Macleod 1971; Novick 1972; Saliack and 

Allen 1987; Bellamy and Kluvers 1995; Kluvers 2001a, b). 

A review of the literature indicates inconclusive findings about the impact of using 

budgetaty systems on resource allocation decisions. The findings from many studies 

suggest that budgetaty systems influenced resource allocation decisions (Churchman 

and Schainblatt 1969; Mushkin 1969; Novick 1972; Dean 1986b; Saliack and Allen 

1987; Willoughby and Melkers 2001). Churchman and Schainblatt (1969) found that 

the program stracture required by program budgeting influenced resource allocation 

decisions. Some authors also indicated that program budgeting improved the quality of 

information and shifted decision making from the incremental approach by improving 

analytic capabilities designed to achieve the rational decision making process (Mushkin 

1969; Novick 1972). 

In Ausfralia, Saliack and Allen (1987) found that program budgeting encouraged the 

Commonwealth to consider future implications of current budgetaty decisions rather 

than focusing on the immediate prior year, thus enforcing the Commonwealth to 

institutionalise long term perspectives on budget decisions. Bellamy and Kluvers (1995) 

and Kluvers (2001a) found that the infroduction of program budgeting in Victorian local 

government made budget decisions more focused, assisted councils to have clearer 

objectives, encouraged the use of long term planning, allowed assessment of long term 

financial implications of a program, provided a means of estimating the cost 

consequences of expanding or confracting a program, enabled a better sorting out of 

expenditure into dfrect costs, and improved cost confrol. 

As a result of introducing performance budgeting. Dean (1986b) suggested that reasons 

for fimding requests were to some extent clarified, thereby assisting budget allocation 

decisions. Melkers and Willoughby (2001) also found that performance budgeting had 

been successfiil in improving decision making in government. Moreover, performance 
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measures generated by performance budgeting were used with great success as a 

decision aid for budget officials. Further, in some state government agencies, the 

consideration of performance resulted in a reallocation of fimding (Willoughby and 

Melkers 2001). 

On the other hand, a number of studies supported the view that budgetary systems did 

not have a substantial influence on the allocation and reallocation of resources (Harper 

et al 1969; Mushkin 1969; Novick 1972; Dean 1986a; Bellamy and Kluvers 1995; 

Lu 1998; Beny and Flowers 1999; Willoughby and Melkers 2000; Kluvers 2001a). 

Harper et al (1969) and Mushkin (1969) indicated that program budgeting in the United 

States had limited influence on the major resource allocation decisions because it 

provided too many options together with their total costs and possible effects. Likewise, 

Bellamy and Kluvers (1995) found that the use of program budgeting did not have 

substantial influence on resource allocation decisions of Victorian local government. 

Further, Kluvers (2001a) suggested that it was uncertain whether program budgeting 

had assisted in the reallocation of resources in local government. Schick and Hatry 

(1982) indicated that Zero Based Budgeting in the United States did not significantly 

improve the quality of information to assist public officials in making resource 

allocation decisions and did not make a direct contribution to the reallocation of 

resources. 

Lu (1998) indicated that performance budgeting did not change budgetary decision 

making and outcomes because of the rare utilisation of outcomes and effectiveness 

measures and the difficulties of measuring those measures in the public sector. 

Willoughby and Melkers (2000) found that performance budgeting had not been very 

effective in affecting cost savings and not effective at all in changing appropriation 

levels. Beny and Flowers (1999) suggested that performance budgeting did not change 

decision making in some Florida state agencies because both legislators and the 

governor did not make budget decisions based on information generated by 

performance budgeting. Dean (1986a) also supported the finding that the impact of 

performance budgeting on budget formulation was small and the linkage with planning 

was weak. Further, Jordan and Hackbart (1999) found that performance budgeting did 

not significantly affect resource allocation decision and funding of the state 

49 



Chapter 2 Budgeting and Performance Information 

governments in the United States because they were reluctant to use perfonnance 

directly as an ailocation tool. 

2.5.2 The Impact of Budgetary Systems on Accountability 

Prior public sector budgeting research examining the impact of budgetaty systems on 

accountability has tended to focus on the improvement of the budget debate. Some 

studies found that the format of the budget such as program budgeting was an important 

factor influencing the nature of budget deliberations (Grizzle 1986; Pettijohn and 

Grizzle 1997). Other studies found that program budgeting documents improved the 

information for public and legislative debate. Thus the content of debates had been 

substantially improved (Mushkin 1969; Novick 1972). 

The studies of Willoughby and Melkers (2000, 2001) revealed that perfonnance 

budgeting had not been vety effective in meeting the needs of the public and in 

improving communication with the public about performance. However, it was 

somewhat effective in (a) communicating with the public about performance; 

(b) changing the substance of budget discussions among legislators; and (c) increasing 

focus and awareness on outcomes as well as factors that affected performance 

outcomes. Beny and Flowers (1999) found that performance budgeting changed the 

views of both the legislature and the agencies so as to focus on accountability for 

results. 

To assess the impact of budgetaty systems on accountability, some studies investigated 

the volume of budgetaiy documentation and the time given to consider the budget after 

adoptmg a particular budgetaty system (Schick and Hatiy 1982; Bellamy and Kluvers 

1995). Schick and Hatty (1982) indicated that paperwork and budget preparation time 

had increased as a result of using Zero Based Budgeting. Bellamy and Kluvers (1995) 

found that councillors in Victorian local governments had not been given additional 

time to consider the significantly increased volume of budgetaty dociunentation after 

the adoption of program budgeting. 
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(jiven increasing demands for greater accoimtability, there is pressure for performance 

information to be audited in order to ensure the integrity of such information. Dean 

(1986a) found that performance budgeting had facilitated performance audits in India, 

Malaysia, the Philippines, and Sri Lanka. Additionally, Johnsen et al (2001) suggested 

that performance auditing, compared to financial statement audits, had a clearer 

connection to both performance improvement and day-to-day management processes in 

the Finnish and Norwegian local governments. Nevertheless, Jordan and Hackbart 

(1999) indicated that the pre-audits of performance information conducted by budget 

offices in American state governments, did not significantly influence the usage of 

performance budgeting or funding. In Ausfralia, the results of Kluvers' (2001b) study 

reported by most chief finance officers reveal that performance indicators in Victorian 

local governments were not checked for accuracy as part of the budgetaty process and 

extemal auditors had not been used to conduct performance audits. Therefore, Kluvers 

(2001b) concluded that program budgeting did not always enhance accountability in 

Victorian local government. 

2.5.3 The Impact of Budgetary Systems on Organisational Operations 

A review of prior public sector budgeting literature shows that the introduction of 

budgetaty systems inevitably affects the operations of public organisations. Several 

studies have examined the impact of budgetaty systems on organisational structures 

(Dyer 1970; Dean 1986b; McGill 2001). Dyer (1970) indicated tiiat program budgeting 

had an impact on tiie relationships among all units within an organisation by reducing 

tiie uncertainty inherent in decisions. Dean (1986b) and McGill (2001) found tiiat in 

implementing program budgeting, organisations requfred change in order to reconcile 

the progr^jn structures with the organisational structures. 

Some stiidies examined whether budgetaty systems assisted in reducing duplicative 

activities or services (Kluvers 2000; Willoughby and Melkers 2000, 2001). Kluvers 

(2000) found tiiat program budgeting had little impact on tiie elimination or reduction of 

activities that were being duplicated. Willoughby and Melkers (2000, 2001) indicated 

that performance budgeting was not vety effective in reducing duplicative or ineffective 

services or programs. However, performance budgeting was somewhat effective in 

improving coordination between agencies and tiie legislature (Willoughby and Melkers 
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2000) and in improving (a) responsiveness to customers, (b) programs or service 

quality, and (c) the eflfectiveness of agency programs (Willoughby and Melkers 2001). 

To fiilly achieve the benefits provided by a particular budgetaty system, most studies 

recommend that staff involvement and the motivation of staff with respect to 

cooperation (Herzlinger 1979; Schick and Hatty 1982; Bellamy and Kluvers 1995) as 

well as staff fraining (Herzlinger 1979; Dean 1986a; Bellamy and Kluvers 1995; MAB 

1997) are important factors affecting the successfiil implementation of budgetaty 

systems. Herzlinger (1979) and Schick and Hatty (1982) supported the view that Zero 

Based Budgeting encouraged the involvement of all managers in the budget process. 

Bellamy and Kluvers (1995) concluded that the limited extent of staff involvement and 

inadequate staff fraining in the implementation process could prevent the achievement 

of the fill! benefits of program budgeting. Dean (1986a) found that performance 

budgeting required staff trairung and had an impact on management attitudes about 

broader appreciation of financial management. The Management Advisoty Board 

(1997) indicated that staff training was essential to implement the financial management 

and budgeting reform in the Ausfralian public sector. 

Finally, in the implementation of financial management initiatives, staff are always 

concemed about whether the new initiatives will affect thefr workload and provide 

benefits for them. Melkers and Willoughby (2001) foimd that performance budgeting 

increased the workload of budget officers. However, it assisted budget officers to have a 

better understanding of state government operations. Schick and Hatiy (1982) indicated 

that public officials improved their understanding of activities in thefr units as a result 

of using Zero Based Budgeting. 

2.6 The Role of Performance Information in the Public Sector 

Recentiy, perfonnance information has been recognised by governments internationally 

as an unportant tool to enhance effective management and accountability. As 

governments are increasingly being demanded to show greater accountability for their 

performance, performance information plays a key role in public sector governance, and 

performance reporting is crucial to public sector accountability (Management Advisoty 

Board and Management Improvement Advisoty Committee (MAB-MIAC) 1993a, b; 

VDTF 1997b; Auditor-General Victoria 2003a). Importantly, perfonnance information 
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provides usefiil data for the improvement of performance and enables public sector 

ministers and managers to set appropriate objectives, focus on allocating resources to 

achieve the desired outcomes, and improve service delivety (MAB-MIAC 1993a; 

Bartos 1995; Barrett 1997). 

Unlike private sector organisations, whose profit is the key performance measure, 

public sector organisations rarely have limited objectives and are driven to achieve 

social goals rather than profitability. Consequently, the measurement of performance in 

the public sector can be difficult. The Commonwealth Management Advisoty Board 

and the Management Improvement Advisoty Committee defined performance for the 

public sector as "the achievement of planned outcomes or results, and the taking of 

actions designed to stimulate such outcomes." (MAB-MIAC 1993a, p.3). Therefore, 

performance for the public sector can be measured by the assessment of the extent to 

which objectives and outcomes are achieved. 

There exists considerable research on the development and use of performance 

information and measurement in the public sector (MAB-MIAC 1993a; O'Toole et al 

1996; Kluvers 1998; Kloot 1999; Willoughby and Melkers 2001; Cavaliuzzo and 

Christopher 2004). In Australia, MAB-MIAC (1993a) indicated that managers in the 

Ausfralian public services were more aware of the role of performance information and 

more prepared to use it in decision making. Kluvers (1998) found that few Victorian 

local governments used performance indicators and that those indicators were also 

perceived to be problematic. However, Kloot (1999) indicated a substantial increase in 

the level of use of performance measurement in Victorian local governments. 

For local governments in the United States, O'Toole et al (1996) found that 

performance measurement reporting did not have a vety important role in agencies' 

budget decision making processes. However, Willoughby and Melkers (2001) found a 

high level of use of performance measurement by budget officers in American state 

governments. Finally, Cavaliuzzo and Christopher (2004) found that organisational 

factors such as frauiing in performance measurement techniques and top management 

commitinent to the use of performance information, had significant positive influences 

on the development and use of measurement systems in the United States. 
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Many studies have pointed out difficulties in the development of performance measures 

and the use of performance information in the public sector, for example, the difficulty 

in specifying and measuring outcomes and quality as well as problems with the 

development of appropriate performance measures and multiple or lack of clear 

objectives (The House of Representatives Standing Committee on Finance and Public 

Administration (HRSCFPA) 1990; MAB-MIAC 1993a; Gutiuie 1994; VDTF 1997b; 

Kluvers 1998; Shead 1998; O'Fafrcheallaigh et al 1999; Cariin 2003a). Another 

problem raised by many researchers concerns the usefulness and validity of 

performance information in the public sector (Guthrie, 1994; Kluvers 1998; Clark 1999; 

Carlin and Guthrie 2001a; Walker 2001, 2002; Barton 2003). In most cases, research 

indicated the following problems: performance information used in the Ausfralian 

public sector did not provide vety usefiil information; it lacked the qualitative 

characteristics of information such as comparability; and it frequentiy dropped old 

indicators and created new indicators. 

2.6.1 The Role of Performance Information in the Australian Public Sector 

In 1984, the Financial Management Improvement Programme was established 

(HRSCFPA 1990). Consequently, performance uiformation has played a key role in the 

Ausfralian public sector accountability framework (HRSCFPA 1990; MAB-MIAC 

1992; VDTF 1997b). The important role of performance information in the Ausfralian 

public sector has been emphasised in a number of recommendations proposed by the 

HRSCFPA (1990) as follows. 

"fiirther streamlining of the budgetary and regulatory framework should have regard to a 
demonstrated and significant improvement in performance information and evaluation and 
accoimtability nractices within the public sector"(para.6.29, p.64). 

"Departments and agencies should make a concerted effort to develop performance information 
that assists decision-making and accountability." (para.7.23, p.79). 

"the House of Representatives, through its committees, should increase its scmtiny and use of 
performance information in the explanatory notes by making greater use of the information in 
their general inquiries" (para8.70, p. 102). 

The crucial role of performance information in the Australian public sector was further 

highlighted by the Management Advisoty Board (MAB-MIAC 1993a). The report 

Performance Information and the Management Cycle outlined the role of performance 

information in improving decision-making and holding public sector managers to 

account for performance as well as focusing on the achievement of outcomes. 
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A review of public sector budgeting literature illusfrates that there have been a limited 

number of studies on the progress or impact of the Australian financial management 

reforms in practice. Whilst several studies have been carried out to examine the progress 

of Australian public reform (HRSCFPA 1990; MAB-MIAC 1992, 1993a, b; MAB 

1997; Certified Practising Accountant (CPA) Australia 2000), most of the studies were 

conducted by government bodies. 

The 1990 parliamentaty report (HRSCFPA 1990) indicated that the changes resulting 

from the Financial Management Improvement Programme have improved Ausfralian 

public sector management. However, a number of weak areas were identified, for 

example, a lack of progress in developing program effectiveness performance 

information, a difficulty in developing good performance information to inform 

government decision making and enhance accountability, and a failure to integrate the 

planning function with performance measurement and evaluation. 

In 1992, MAB-MIAC (1992) found that where evaluation had been carried out, 

performance information was of better quality. Further, MAB-MIAC (1993a) suggested 

that there ~was a developing pattem of good management practice to promote a more 

effective use of performance information in the Australian public service. However, it 

was found that the use of performance information in sfrategic planning was generally 

not well developed. Additionally, there was often insufficient understanding within 

departments and agencies about how performance information was being used in the 

decision making process. 

In 1997, the results of MAB (1997) reveal that the Commonwealth public sector was 

lagging behind the practices of the private sector and the rest of the Australian public 

sector in implementing the financial management reform framework. The CPA 

Ausfralia (2000) also examined the progress of financial management reform in the 

public sector across the three levels of the Ausfralian government. The study found 

substantial progress of financial management in the Australian public sector since 1997. 

For example, there was a significant shift in focusing on individual line item budgets 

(e.g. salaries) towards focusing on financial results (operating result). 
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2.6.2 Performance Information in the Victorian Budget Papers 

As part of the implementation of OBB in Victoria, Victorian departments are requfred 

to develop reporting systems in which performance measurement is a main component 

and incorporate it into their budgetaty systems (VDTF 1997b). The annual budget 

papers are regarded as a major means for demonstrating accountability to the parliament 

and the general public. The performance of Victorian government departments can be 

monitored and evaluated through the use of performance information to determine 

whether the government's objectives are being met. For accountability to exist, the 

performance information must be of good quality in order to assist stakeholders in 

making informed judgements about the performance of government. Therefore, good 

quality performance information in budget papers is cmcial to enhance the 

accountability of governments. In this regard, performance audit plays a key role to 

ensure the good quality of performance information. Since December 1999, the 

Victorian Auditor-General has had a mandate from the Audit Act 1994 to audit the 

relevance, appropriateness and fair presentation of performance indicators in the 

Victorian government (Auditor-General Victoria 2003b). 

2.6.3 QuaUty of Performance Information in the Victorian Budget Papers 

A review of the literature both overseas and in Australia illustrates that vety few studies 

have examined the quality of performance information in public sector budget papers. 

In Victoria, the review and evaluation of the quality of performance information in tiie 

budget papers has been mostly conducted by government bodies such as the Victorian 

Auditor-General; the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee; and the Joint 

Committee of Public Accounts and Audit. The following sections present a summaty of 

the key findings and recommendations of these government bodies relating to the 

quality of performance information in the Victorian budget papers. 

2.6.3.1 The Victorian Auditor-General's Reports 

In June 2001, the Victorian Auditor-General suggested tiiat the Victorian government 

had progressed considerably in implementing a new performance management and 

reporting framework (Auditor-General Victoria 2001b). However, it was found tiiat tiie 

development of the framework was still not complete and the nature of most measures 

did not readily enable an assessment of the efficiency and effectiveness of each 
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department's operations. Therefore, the audit opinions could not be made to evaluate the 

quality of performance information in the Victorian budget papers. 

In November 2001, the Victorian Auditor-General found that the development of the 

performance management and reporting framev,'ork was still not fmalised and public 

sector agencies did not report performance information against their objectives 

(Auditor-General Victoria 2001a). Therefore, the Auditor-General had not been in the 

position to cany out his mandate to audit the performance mdicators related to 

departmental objectives. Nevertheless, the quality of the selected output performance 

measures within 8 government departments was assessed. The results revealed that 

output performance measures were generally relevant to department objectives, 

provided a balanced view addressing quality, quantity and timeliness, as well as being 

auditable. 

Later, in the 2003 Victorian Auditor-General's reports (Auditor-General Victoria 2003a, 

2003b), a number of deficiencies and recommendations were identified relating to the 

presentation of output perfonnance information in the Victorian budget papers. 

Ffrst, whilst output perfonnance measures and targets were reported in budget papers, 

there was no requirement for the disclosure of changes made to these measures and 

targets in the budget papers. Consequently, the comparability of performance 

information across years and parliament's capacity to assess performance trends were 

limited (Auditor-General Victoria 2003 a). The Auditor-General recommended 

strengthening the requirements for output performance reporting to explicitly provide 

for (a) the disclosure of changes to the performance measures and targets including the 

rationale for discontinuing performance measures and (b) any information which 

assisted the comparability of performance information between periods. 

Second, some performance measures for particular outputs of departments focused only 

on certain aspects of output delivety and did not adequately capture overall output 

performance. The Auditor-General was of the view that this was an inherent limitation 

of the output management regime and recommended that: 
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" ... the output measures and targets published in the Budget Papers (and used as part of the 
certification process to hold departments to account), should seek to capture the key aspects of 
output delivery, and be supplemented with brief supporting information outlining the underlymg 
complexities and key drivers of quantity and quality impacting on the cost of each 
output..."(Auditor-General Victoria 2003a, p.50) 

Third, the departmental output performance information used for the revenue 

certification process was not subject to periodic independent validation. The Auditor-

General recommended the development of appropriate procedm-es to provide for 

periodic independent validations of departments' performance data. Further, a review of 

quarterly performance measures and targets should be performed to enable departments 

to more clearly demonstrate progress in thefr delivety of agreed outputs during the 

quarterly revenue certification process. 

Finally, there was no provision for the reporting of performance against government 

outcomes on a whole government basis. Subsequently, the Auditor-General 

recommended that the performance reporting framework should include: the broad 

range of government outcomes, not just those in Growing Victoria Together ; all public 

sector agencies confributing to the achievement of government outcomes; and the 

specification of objectives and perfonnance indicators at a ministerial portfolio level. 

In summaty, the Auditor-General's recommendations include: certification of the 

accuracy and reliability data used for performance management and reporting and a 

monitoring framework which ensured comparability of ex-ante and ex-post reporting; 

development of a streamlined, standardised format for ^ency performance repsrting; 

comprehensive disclosure of the reasons why targets had not been achieved; and 

consolidated reporting of the performance of cross-agency programs or strategies. 

Growing Victoria Together, introduced by the Department of Premier and Cabinet, sets out the 
Victorian Government's broad vision for the future. It focuses on 11 priority issues: valuing and investing 
in lifelong education; high quality accessible health and community services; sound fmancial 
management; safe streets homes and workplaces; growing and linking ail of Victoria; promoting 
sustainable development; more jobs and thriving, innovative industries across Victoria; building cohesive 
communities and reducing inequalities; protecting the enviromnent for foture generations; promoting 
rights and respecting diversity; and government that listens and leads (DPC 2004). 
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2.6.3.2 The Public Accounts and Estimates Committee's Reports 

In 1998, a number of recommendations were provided to unprove the implementation 

of OBB and enhance the usefitlness of budget papers and performance information as 

follows. First, budget papers should include the achievement of the actual performance 

against targets for outputs and outcomes, and explanations of why previously stated 

output targets and explanations have changed or not been achieved. Second, Budget 

Paper No.3 should be prepared by describing more fiilly the link between inputs, 

outputs and outcomes. Thfrd, all departments should review their outcome objectives to 

ensure that they were not too broad and, were suitable and able to be measured in a 

meaningful way. Fourth, the outputs, output and outcome performance measures, 

targets and actual figures reported in the budget papers should be mdependently audited 

or evaluated. The VDTF should also review existing departmental output specifications 

to ensure that they represented appropriate and meaningful outputs. Fifth, government 

agencies should commit to the stabilisation of output and performance measures 

reported in their budget estimates. The changes should be made only in response to 

prevailing circumstances and explanations of those changes should be provided. Sixth, 

costing information provided on a group summaty basis presented in Budget Paper No.3 

should provided a more detailed breakdown in order to enhance the understanding of 

the information. Finally, more detailed explanations should be provided for significant 

items in the budget papers, including detailed explanations for significant variations 

from the previous year. 

In summaty, the key concems of the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee (1998, 

1999, 2000, 2001, 2002) relating to performance information and reporting in the 

Victorian government were: (a) the inadequacies of the existing performance indicators 

for agencies' outputs and objectives and for the government's desfred outcomes; (b) the 

poor linkage between agencies' outputs, resource allocation and objectives and the 

government's desired outcomes; (c) the lack of understanding and application of the 

principles of good performance reporting; and (d) the instability of outputs and 

performance measures reported in budget estimates. 
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hi 2003, tiie Public Accounts and Estimates Committee (2003) was still concemed 

about the slowness in the finalisation of the performance measurement and reporting 

framework in Victoria because it obstmcted effective accountability for the delivety of 

outputs and outcomes of departments and the performance of government as a whole. 

Further, the Public Accoimts and Estimates Committee was of the view that the VDTF 

should engage in: actively monitoring the progress made by mdividual government 

agencies in implementing the framework; assisting agencies to implement the 

performance measiu"ement and reporting framework; and establishing best practice in 

performance measurement and reporting. 

2.6.3.3 The Joint Committee of Public Accounts and Audit's Public Hearin2s 

A concem has also been raised in the public hearings about the quality of performance 

information in budget documents including budget papers organised by the Joint 

Committee of Public Accoimts and Audit (2001). In summaty, there was evidence that 

performance information in the budget papers lacked the comparability characteristic 

from period to period. 

2.7 Theories of Budgeting 

As discussed in Section 1.3, this study sets out to assess whether there is a gap between 

budget theoty and budget practice. Therefore, this Section is designed to explain 

different types of budget theoty. Theoretical approaches to budgetaty resource 

allocation can be classified into two types: normative theoty and descriptive or 

explanatoty theoty (Danziger 1978; Rubin 1990). 

A normative theoty of budgeting prescribes how budget decision making ought to occur 

or what ought to be in order to provide a basis for allocating funds among competing 

activities (Danziger 1978; Wildavsky 1979; Rubin 1990). The theoty attempts to 

specify the way budget decisions should be made including many of the budget reform 

proposals that reflect an interest in budget "outputs" or achievements. A normative 

theoty of budgeting explains what the government's activities ought to be at a particular 

time. However, normative theoty does not claim to accurately reflect the way budget 

decisions are actually made (Danziger 1978; Wildavsky 1979). 
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A descriptive theoty is based on close observation or participation in public activities 

(Rubin 1990). The advice from descriptive theoty is based on a much broader range of 

observations than normative theoty and its proposed solutions may be based on 

observations rather than values. The supporters of descriptive theoty believe that 

normative theoty is unrealistic because it is not concemed with how budget decisions 

are actiially made (Lindblom 1959, 1979; Danziger 1978; Wildavsky 1979). Rubin 

(1990) suggested that budgeting was complex and more descriptive theoty was needed 

to examine the gap between theoty and practice otherwise the gap between theoty and 

practice might become unacceptably wide. 

2.8 Decision Making Theory 

There are three basic decision making theories: rationalist or comprehensive; 

incrementalist or muddling through; and mixed-scanning (Etzioni 1967; Danziger 1978; 

Clark and Corbett 1999). The three approaches may be distinguished in terms of 

fimding necessaty and time required. The rationalist approach requfres maximum time 

and fimding before action; the mixed-scanning approach requires less time and funding 

than the rationalist approach whilst the incrementalist approach requires least time and 

fimding necessaty of all approaches. 

2.8.1 The Rationalist Approach 

Decision-making according to the rationalist approach consists of two steps. First, a 

complete specification of an organisation's goals must be ranked by priority. Second, all 

possible altematives are identified and the altemative that optimizes the benefits relative 

to costs v^U be selected (Danziger 1978; Etzioni 1989). The rationalist approach 

assumes that altemative budgetaty sfrategies to achieve objectives are comprehensively 

identified and that choices are made between altematives in a rational manner that 

optimises the allocation of public resources. Further, it assumes that complete and 

perfect information about all altematives is both available and manageable and that 

there is virtually no limit on the human capacity for processing information (Danziger 

1978). The rationalist approach involves an exhaustive survey of detailed observations 

and reviews of all altematives as often as possible. Schick (1973) considered that the 

rational approach was implementable and would lead to an improvement in the 

effectiveness of agencies. 
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Nevertheless, rationalist models are perceived as being unrealistic and imdesirable 

because in practice it is costly to analyse all altematives, it is likely to overwhelm 

decision making capacities to review all altematives, and it ignores the role of the 

political system (Danziger 1978; Wildavsky 1979; Etzioni 1989). Therefore, budgeting 

should not be comprehensive because knowledge, time, and manpower were usually in 

short supply and most policy analysis was concemed with reducing rather than 

increasing the cost of calculations. 

2.8.2 The Incrementalist Approach 

The most important characteristic of the incrementalist approach as applied to budgeting 

is that budgetary decisions are necessarily political and there are consfraints on the 

budgeter's limited resources for analysis (Lindblom 1968; Danziger 1978; Wildavsky 

1978). Indeed, the incrementalists believe that man is not rational (Wildavsky 1978) and 

budgetaty decisions are influenced by politics, time pressures, limited knowledge and 

limited intellectual capacity of decision makers (Lindblom 1959; Etzioni 1986). 

Incrementalists such as Charles Lmdblom (1959) and Aaron Wildavsky (1975) were to 

a large extent focused on incrementalist concepts in explaining how budget decisions 

are, rather than should be, made. Incrementalists.argued_that-the.decision m âking 

process involved in budgeting was incremental in nature and budgeting should be done 

in small incremental steps based on small changes which policy makers were concemed 

and understood. According to the incrementalist approach, the previous budget 

allocation is accepted as a base and marginal adjustments are made each year. As only 

few altematives that are politically feasible are considered, it effectively limits the 

amount of information that must be gathered and processed as well as reduces the 

burden of calculation (Danziger 1978; Wildavsky 1979). 

Nevertheless, the main weakness of the incrementalist approach is that it is highly 

conservative. Therefore, it is less appropriate when conditions are rapidly changing and 

when the iiutial course was wrong (Etzioni 1967). Further, the incrementalist approach 

focuses on the short run and seeks no more than limited variations of past policies. 

Thus, it is difficult in franslating long term objectives into action plans and budgets. In 

practice, only the year-over-year incremental budget receives the most analytical 

attention by senior managers (Wildavsky 1979). In many cases the "base" to which the 

increment is added is freated as though it were already authorised, hence no additional 
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review or evaluation is performed (Schick 1969; Pyhrr 1999). Therefore, activities 

which no longer contribute to an organisation's goals, may be overlooked and accepted 

unchallenged in the budget process. Desfrable new altematives and activities in 

unexpected areas may then be ignored and left out of the budget, because of funding 

obsolete activities (Etzioni 1986; Campo and Tommasi 1999; Pyhrr 1999). Finally, 

many authors have perceived the difficulty of developing a comprehensive overview of 

all altematives and costing them (Lindblom 1959; Knight and Wiltshfre 1977; 

Wildavsky 1988; Etzioni 1989). 

2.8.3 The Mixed-Scanning Approach 

Etzioni (1967) argued that the assumptions upon which the rationalist and 

incrementalist approaches were based were unrealistic or weak. Therefore, an 

altemative approach for decision making called mixed-scanning emerged, which 

represented a compromise position and which combined elements of both the rationalist 

and incrementalist approaches (Clark and Corbett 1999). 

Etzioni (1967) pointed out that the rationality of decision makers was resfricted and that 

incremental decisions were made, but in the contexts of fundamental decisions. In 

mixed-scanning, it is important to distinguish flmdamental decisions from incremental 

decisions. Fundamental decisions are made in confrast to rationalist decisions by 

exploring the main altematives that actors see in view of their conception of the goals, 

without detail but in an overview perspective. Etzioni (1967) proposed two stages of 

decision making. The first stage included a broad investigation to identify altematives 

or problems but not in great detail; and the second stage involved a detailed focus on 

those altematives or preblems revealed by the first investigation that required a more in-

depth examination. Indeed, some projects, that do not qualify using the criteria selected, 

may not need to be reviewed in detail at all. 

Unlike rationalists, mixed-scanning decision makers do not commit all thefr resources 

on the basis of a comprehensive preliminaty analysis. Unlike incrementalists, they know 

what they want to achieve and which elements or problems to focus on (Etzioni 1989). 

Etzioni (1986) believed that broad scanning was more economical than comprehensive 

scanning of all altematives. While mixed-scanning might overlook areas in which only 

a detailed investigation could identify altematives, it is less likely than incrementalist to 
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overlook obvious altematives in unexpected areas. Thus, mixed-scaiming is much less 

detailed and demanding than the fiill search of all altematives as requfred by the 

rationalist approach, but still broader, more sfrategic and innovative as well as more 

comprehensive than the incrementalist approach because it is less likely to be limited to 

familiar altematives. In summaty, mixed-scanning is an adaptive strategy that seeks to 

make the best possible use of partial knowledge rather than proceeding blindly wdth no 

knowledge at all. 

2.9 Summary 

A review of the literature about the usefiilness of OBB reveals that there are still 

questions about the claimed benefits of OBB in practice. No empirical evidence in the 

literature sought the perceptions of public officials about the consequences of using 

OBB in practice within the public sector. One of the claimed benefits of OBB is to 

provide superior output performance information to users for enhancing their rational 

budget allocation decisions. However, there is a lack of empfrical evidence and research 

conducted by independent researchers about the usefulness of performance information 

in public sector budget papers from the users perspective. As stated in Section 1.7.1, 

this study has adopted ihe decision usefulness model reflected in the Statement of 

Accounting Concepts to examine the usefulness of performance information. In the next 

chapter, literature relating to the accounting conceptual framework and user needs' 

studies will be reviewed. 
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CHAPTERS 

DECISION-USEFULNESS MODEL 

3.1 Introduction 

Currently there is a vety limited research investigating the usefulness of information in 

the government budget papers. Thus the relevant literature in this chapter will be 

concemed with financial reporting in general, both m respect of the private and the 

public sector. As previously discussed, there are no reportmg requirements or 

accoimting conceptual framework that is dfrectly and legitimately applied to budgetfrig, 

in particular output performance information in budget papers. Therefore, whilst the 

Statements of Accounting Concepts were written with respect to general purpose 

financial reporting without legitimate application to budgets, this study applied SAC2 

and SAC3 as frameworks to examine the purpose of the use of budget papers and the 

qualitative characteristics of information in budget papers. 

The literature review in this chapter comprises three parts. As discussed in Section 

1.7.1, this study applied the decision-useiiiiness model reflected in the Statements of 

Accountmg Concepts as a theoretical framework for a discussion of the usefiilness of 

information in budget papers. Therefore, in the first part of the chapter, the concepts of 

the Ausfralian Accounting Conceptual Framework, especially SAC2 and SAC3 are 

discussed. Survey evidence intemationally will also be provided regarding the objective 

of general purpose reporting and the qualitative characteristics of information which 

should be possessed by extemal financial reports. In the second part, decision-

usefulness studies will be reviewed, including empirical studies of user needs both ui 

the private and public sectors. In the last part, empfrical studies of factors that are likely 

to affect the perceived usefulness and the use of financial reporting are considered. 

3.2 The Australian Accounting Conceptual Framework 

As part of the ongoing development of the accounting conceptual framework in 

Ausfralia, at least four Statements of Accoimting Concepts were issued. These covered 

general purpose financial reporting, the report entity, tiie objectives of financial 

reporting, the qualitative characteristics of financial reporting, and the recognition of the 

elements of fmancial statements (AARF 1990a, b, c, 1995). In Australia, the conceptual 
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framework for general purpose financial reporting applies to both the private sector and 

public sector. The conceptual framework identifies users of financial reports and is 

based on the view that information provided by extemal reporting should be useful and 

assist report users. Consequently, the Australian conceptual framework has adopted 

decision usefiilness as the objective of financial reporting (Stanton 1997). 

3.2.1 Objectives of External Reporting 

In Australia, The Statement of Accounting Concepts 2 "Objective of General Purpose 

Financial Reporting" (AARF 1990b), identified the purpose of fmancial reporting, the 

users of general purpose financial reports, the common infomiation needs of such users, 

and the broad types of information relevant to user needs. According to this Statement, 

the objectives of general purpose fmancial reporting were: 

to provide "relevant and reliable information" (para. 11); to enable " managements and 
governing bodies to discharge their accountability" to the users of the report (para. 14 and 
27); and to assist report users to make and evaluate "decisions about the allocation of 
scarce resources"(para.26). 

The Statement identified three categories of primaty user groups of general purpose 

financial reporting: resource providers; recipients of goods and services; and parties 

performing a review or oversight flmction. Moreover, a further categoty of user was 

identified as management and governing bodies (AARF 1990b, para.20). Sutcliffe 

(1985) reviewed the empirical evidence from other counfries for the Australian 

Accounting Research Foundation. It appears that the accounting conceptual frameworks 

for other counfries are quite similar in terms of the objectives of fmancial reportuig, the 

basic attributes of qualitative characteristics of information, the categories of users as 

well as the information needs of users. 

As for the broad types of information relevant to user needs, SAC2 confirmed that, in 

relation to non-business entities, not only financial measures of performance but also 

non-financial measures of performance were essential to assess thoroughly whether 

those entities had achieved their objectives (AARF 1990b), as cited below: 

"Non-fmancial measures of performance may also be relevant to users for the purposes 
identified, particularly in relation to non-business entities. The absence of a profit or rate of 
return objective for these entities means that fmancial measures of performance are unlikely to 
be sufficient to assess fully the extent to which those entities have achieved their objectives, 
which typically include social as well as financial dimensions" (AARF 1990b, para.30). 
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Empirical studies have examined the purpose of financial reporting and determined 

whether financial reporting satisfies its objectives in both the private sector (Pankoff 

and Virgil 1970; Epstein 1975; Anderson and Epstein 1996) and the public sector 

(Henderson and Scherer 1986; Butterworth et al 1989; Alijarde 1997; Coy et al 1997). 

In terms of private sector reporting, an agreed major purpose of fmancial reporting in 

the United States, Ausfralia, and New Zealand is to facilitate investment decisions 

(Epstein 1975; Anderson and Epstein 1996). However, several studies have not found 

much support for the assertion that accoimting information and corporate annual reports 

were highly usefiil for investment decision making to security analysts (Pankoff and 

Vfrgil 1970) and to corporate shareholders (Epstein 1975). 

With regard to public sector reporting, both decision making and accountability were 

the main objectives of financial reporting. Alijarde (1997), in a study of Spanish local 

government financial dfrectors and public auditors, found that both decision making and 

accountability were the main objectives of Spanish local fmancial reporting. In addition, 

Coy et al (1997) concluded from their review of the literature on the purpose of public 

sector-reporting, that the mafri objective of extemal reporting, prior to 1985, was 

decision making. Then, since 1985, accountability has been identified as the main 

objective of reporting. On the other hand, Butterworth et al (1989) investigated tihe 

degree to which the reports satisfied the objectives of financial reporting. The result 

suggested that local government financial reports did not meet the objective of financial 

reporting in assisting the British locd authorities to make decisions. In Australia, 

Henderson and Scherer (1986, p.9) found that the South Ausfralian parliamentarians 

used the government department financial statements mainly: 

"1. to satisfy themselves that public moneys are correctly spent; 
2. to determine the extent of resources available for use in departments; 
3. to establish changes in the levels of resources used in departments; 
4. to determine the costs of services provided by departments; and 
5. to provide information about departments for use in debates." 
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3.2.2 Qualitative Characteristics of Financial Information 

The Statement of Accounting Concepts 3 "Qualitative Characteristics of Financial 

Information" (AARF 1990c), is concemed witii prescribing qualitative characteristics 

for the information contained in financial reports so that they will enhance the 

usefiihiess to users of those reports. The Ausfralian Accounting Research Foundation 

developed a prescriptive framework of the qualitative characteristics of financial 

information necessary for meeting the objectives of general purpose financial reporting, 

as prescribed in SAC2 (AARF 1990b). The primary qualitative characteristics of 

financial rqiorting as prescribed in SAC3 are identified as relevance and reliability. 

Other qualitative characteristics are comparability and understandability. Figure 3.1 

shows a diagram of qualitative characteristics and how these characteristics are related 

to each other based on the descriptive framework in SAC3. 

Figure 3.1: A Hierarchy of Qualitative Characteristics Based on SAC3 
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Figure 3.1 illusfrates that information is considered to be relevant if it influences 

decision relating to the allocation of scarce resources. Information is considered to be 

reliable if it faithfully represents the entity's fransactions and events (para. 16). In 

addition, for information to be reliable, it should be free from bias (be neufral) (para.21) 

and free from undue error (para.22). SAC3 also states that information should be 

comparable at one time and over time as well as between entities (para.31-35); be 

understandable (para.36-38); and be produced in a timely marmer (para.39-41). 

The definitions of qualitative characteristics provided in SAC3 are as follows: 

"Relevance means that quality of financial information which exists when that information 
influences decisions by users about the allocation of scarce resources by: helping them form 
predictions about the outcomes of past, present or future events; and/or confirming or correcting 
their past evaluations; and which enables users to assess the rendering of accountability by 
preparers" (AARF 1990c, para.5); 

"Reliability means that quality of financial information which exists when that mformation can 
be depended upon to represent faithfully, and without bias or undue error, the transactions or 
events that either it purports to represent or could reasonably be expected to represenf 
(AARF 1990c, para.5); 

"Comparability means that quality of fmancial information which exists when users of that 
information are able to discern and evaluate similarities in, and differences between, the nature 
and effects of transactions and events, at one time and over time, either when assessing aspects 
of a single reportuig entity or of a number of reporting entities" (AARF 1990c, para.5); 

"Understandability means that quality of fmancial information which exists when users of that 
information are able to comprehend its meaning (AARF 1990c, para.5). In addition, SAC 3 
states that the ability of users to understand financial information will depend in part on the 
'capabilities' of users and the way in which the information is displayed" (AARF 1990c, 
para.36). 

Recently, overseas accounting conceptual frameworks have also addressed the 

evaluation of uic usefulness of accounting information and sought to identify criteria for 

assessing the quality and utility of financial reports. All conceptual frameworks provide 

lists of characteristics of financial statements (see Table 3.1) which, they claim, are a 

consequence of the stated objectives. The lists closely resemble one another. 

The Intemational Federation of Accountants, which is a grouping of the major 

professional accounting bodies in the world, has recently offered an intemational 

perspective. According to the Intemational Accounting Standards Committee (lASC), 

qualitative characteristics are the attributes that make the information provided in 

financial statements useful to users. In the conceptual framework of the lASC, the 

Intemational Federation of Accountants (IFAC) and the New Zealand Society of 
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Accountants (NZSA), four principal qualitative characteristics are identified: 

understandability, relevance, reliability and comparability (NZSA 1993; lASC 1994; 

IFAC 2000). On the other hand, in Ausfralia, the AARF considers tiiat there are only 

two primaty qualitative characteristics which are relevance and reliability. SAC3 does 

not rank either characteristic above the other (AARF 1990c). 

In Canada and the United States, qualitative characteristics for the private sector are 

divided into primary qualities (relevance and reliability) and secondaty qualities 

(comparability and consistency) (FASB 1980; AS AC 1987). Furthermore, there are 

other conceptual framework projects for the public sector published in the United 

States. The American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA) produced the 

Objective of Financial Statements and listed qualitative characteristics as 

understandability, relevance, reliability, neutrality, comparability, and consistency to 

satisfy user needs (AICPA 1973). In addition, the Governmental Accounting Standards 

Board (GASB) stated that information in financial reporting must have these basic 

characteristics: understandability, reliability, relevance, timeliness, consistency, and 

comparability (GASB 1987). 

In the United Kingdom, qualitative characteristics are divided into primaty qualities 

(relevance and reliability) and secondaty qualities (comparability and understandability) 

(ASB 1991). Further, for the private sector, the Corporate Report of the Accounting 

Standards Steering Committee, Institute of Chartered Accountants m England and 

Wales (ICAEW) (1975) identified the following seven qualitative characteristics as 

desfrable for tiie fulfilhnent of the decision-usefiifriess objective: relevance; 

understandability; reliability; completeness; objectivity; comparability; and timeliness. 

In summaty, overall the elements of qualitative characteristics for each coimtiy and the 

meaning of the terminology are vety similar. Except for the United States and Canada, 

understandability does not mean understandability of information but means user-

specific quality as defmed by the Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB 1980) 

and tiie Accounting Standards Authority of Canada (ASAC 1987). However, for each 

countty, qualitative characteristics might be classified into different groups and the 

degree of importance of qualitative characteristics might be somewhat different as 

summarised in Table 3.1. 
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Chapter 3 Decision-Usefulness Model 

12.2.1 Empirical Research: Qualitative Characteristics of Information 

In order to provide information that will be useful to users for making and evaluating 

decisions about the allocation of scarce resources, the financial information reported 

must possess certain characteristics or qualities. A number of publications and studies 

both in the private and public sectors have agreed upon the same qualitative 

characteristics of information as prescribed in SACS. The consensus is that information 

in financial reports should be reported in a form that is reliable, understandable by 

users, relevant to their needs, pass a materiality test, be capable of comparison 

(including consistency) and be presented in a timely basis (Stamp 1982; Jones et al 

1985; Camegie 1990; Sutcliffe et al 1991; Epstein and Pava 1993; Sadhu and Langfield-

Smith 1993; Micallef et al 1994; Anderson and Epstein 1996; Davidson et al 1996; Coy 

et al 1997; AARF 1998; Jonas and Blanchet 2000; Carlin and Guthrie 2001a). 

Most user needs' studies have used a survey questionnaire and incorporated qualitative 

characteristics of information into their survey instruments (Stanga 1980; Joyce et al 

1982; Stamp 1982; Jones et al 1985; Duncan and Moores 1988; Smith 1996; Coy et al 

1997). In New Zealand, Coy et al (1997) found understandability, feedback value and 

comparability over time to be the most important qualities to recipients of annual 

reports. Further, recipients found that annual reports fell short in respect of decision 

usefulness. In the United Kingdom, Smith (1996) studied the preference for trade-off of 

qualitative characteristics in accounting disclosures and foimd a strong preference for 

reliability, objectivity and relevance in the perceived importance of the different 

qualities. Stanga (1980) and Duncan and Moores (1988) also addressed the issue of a 

trade-off between relevance and reliability and found a positive association between the 

two characteristics. 

In Canada, Stamp (1982) conducted a research study for the Canadian Institute of 

Chartered Accountants which included a list of twenty qualitative characteristics as a 

basis for assessing the importance of each criterion to members of the Accounting 

Standards Committee. The ranking of results identified relevance as the most important, 

and conservatism as the least important of the 20 items listed. 
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Chapter 3 Decision-Usefulness Model 

In the United States, Joyce et al (1982) conducted an empirical study vAih a group of 

American policy makers. They found little agreement on the ranking importance of 

qualitative characteristics for different issues. Furthermore, there was scarcely any 

common meaning of the same qualitative characteristic across different accoimting 

issues. In 1985, Jones et al (1985) conducted a user need study using a survey 

questionnaire for the Governmental Accounting Standards Board. They found that a 

majority of the users perceived that timeliness was an important characteristic (90%); 

consistency in reporting from year to year was usefiil (94%); and comparability of data 

among govenmiental jurisdictions was important (83%). However, several written 

comments questioned the ability to make accurate comparisons among governments. In 

the private sector, Anderson and Epstein (1996) found that the difficulty in 

understanding corporate aimual reports, the lack of timeliness, and a doubt about the 

reliability of information, led to a perceived lack of usefulness of an aimual report to 

individual investors. 

In Australia, several studies, mostly imdertaken on the behalf of the Australian 

Accoimting Research Foundation, have also incorporated qualitative characteristics of 

information into their survey instruments (Camegie 1990; Sutcliffe et al 1991; Sadhu 

and Langfield-Smith 1993; Micallef et al 1994; Coy et al 1997; AARF 1998; Clark 

1999). These studies have focused on user needs in order to improve the decision 

usefulness of financial reporting, in particular to annual reports. 

3.3 User Needs' Studies 

In the view of the decision-usefulness model, the quality of financial reporting is 

determined considering the usefiilness of the information to the users. Research mto the 

needs of users has been prolific since the early 1970s, in particular for private sector 

financial reporting. Most decision-usefiilness researchers have attempted to determine 

the relevance and usefulness of business and government reporting. Some studies have 

looked at the mformation needs of a single user group, while others have performed a 

comparison of needs of more than one user. Usually, an approach dealmg with the 

quality of accounting principles and financial reporting has also been discussed in the 

context of user needs. There have been at least two approaches to examine information 

needs and the role of financial reports in providing useful information. One approach is 
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to examuie the importance of items in financial reporting to prime user groups. Another 

approach is to study user information needs. 

Professional bodies have recommended that financial reporting could be improved by 

focusing on user needs. As a normative objective for financial reporting, the meeting of 

user needs has been widely accepted as the objective of financial reporting both in the 

private sector (ICAEW 1975; FASB 1980; ASB 1991) and in the public sector (AICPA 

1973; GASB 1987; AARF 1990b; NZSA 1993; IFAC 2000). User needs' smdies both 

in the private sector and public sector based on the decision-usefiilness model will be 

reviewed in Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, respectively. 

3.3.1 Private Sector User Needs' Studies 

Earlier studies examining user needs and the use of accounting information have 

employed postal questionnaire surveys to assess the relative importance of accounting 

information in annual reports (Baker and Haslem 1973; Buzby 1974; Chandra 1974; 

Chang and Most 1985; Chambers and Clarke 1986). Several studies have compared the 

perceived decision usefulness of accounting information and the perceived information 

needs of different user groups (BenjamiiL^and-Slaiiga 1977; Chang and Most 1985; 

Harding and McKinnon 1997). A number of studies have examined how private 

shareholders use extemal financial reports including their understanding of annual 

reports and the usefiilness of annual reports (Epstein 1975; Lee and Tweedie 1975a, 

1977; Chenhall and Juchau 1977; Anderson 1981; Anderson and Epstein 1996). In 

addition, many empirical studies have attempted to measure the perceived usefulness of 

information in extemal reporting (Pankoff and Virgil 1970; Chandra 1974; Gallagher 

1974; Larcker and Lessig 1980; Griffin 1982; Camegie 1990). These user needs' studies 

have employed a postal questionnaire survey in their studies. 

On the other hand, several studies have used interviews as an instrument to examine 

user needs and the usefiilness of the armual report (Lee and Tweedie 1981; Day 1986; 

Mendoza and Bescos 2001). Furthermore, a questionnaire may have been followed up 

by the use of sti-uctiired interviews (Lee and Tweedie 1977). Day (1986), Previts and 

Bricker (1994), and Herrmann and Thomas (1997) employed content analysis to 

mvestigate the use of and usefulness to users of the information contained in annual 

reports and segment reports. In summary, the research method used most frequently has 
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been the postal questionnaire seeking information about user attitudes. Other methods 

such as stmctured or unstmctured interviews, case studies and content analysis have 

appeared less fi-equently. 

A number of user needs' studies have examined the usefulness of particular annual 

report items including financial and non-financial items. In the United States, financial 

statements such as the income statement and the balance sheet are generally reported to 

be more useful to individual investors than the narrative portions of the annual report 

such as the president's letter, footnote, and the auditor's report (Epstein 1975; Chang 

and Most 1985; Epstem and Pava 1993; Anderson and Epstein 1996). In terms of the 

financial information, the results reported by Anderson and Epstein (1996) are 

consistent with earlier studies of Epstein (1975), Lee and Tweedie (1975b), and Chang 

and Most (1985), where across all countries (Australia, New Zealand and United States) 

the profit and loss statement was ranked the most useful and important item in corporate 

annual reports for making investment decisions. 

In summary, the results of research about the perceived usefukiess of the information 

and the needs of financial report users are often contradictory. Most results have been 

obtained in the context of corporate annual reports. Epstein (1975) and Anderson and 

Epstein (1996) reported that financial statements were of little value (or at least are little 

used) m making decisions, whereas Pankoff and Virgil (1970) and Most and Chang 

(1979) reported the opposite. 

Table j .2 compares the range of countries in which private sector user needs' research 

has been undertaken, the research methods, the user group researched as well as the 

response rate, particularly from the questionnaire approach. 
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Chapter 3 Decision-Usefulness Model 

3.3.2 Public Sector User Needs' Studies 

Previous research concemed vdth public sector accounting has been limited (Broadbent 

and Guthrie 1992; Pallot 1992; Cameron and Guthrie 1993). Currently there is little 

research investigating user needs and the usefuhiess of information in government 

budget papers. The usefulness of information within government budget documents, 

especially budget papers, has been given little attention by the researchers. Most 

comments relating to information contained in government budget papers has been 

provided by govenmient bodies such as the Joint Committee of Public Accounts and 

Audit (2001); the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee (1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 

2002, 2003), and the Auditor-General Victoria (2001a, b, 2003a, 2004). The lack of 

independent evaluation reduces the value of any information which could contribute to 

the debate on the issue of the usefiilness of budget papers. Nevertheless, user needs' 

study is view as an accepted approach to public sector financial reporting (Jones et al 

1985; Carlson 1986; Federal Government Reporting Study (FGRS) 1986; Henderson 

and Scherer 1986; Ives 1987; Daniels and Daniels 1991; Ingram and Robbins 1992; 

Lapsley 1992; Hay 1994; Engstrom and Esmond-Kiger 1997; Clark 1999). 

Most prior studies have examined user needs of performance information or the 

usefiihiess of government aimual reports separating for different user groups (Jones et al 

1985; FGRS 1986). In the United States, Jones et al (1985) explored the users of 

government financial reports and user needs at state and local government level by 

interviewing a small number of users and then developing a questionnaire. Jones et al 

(1985) found that the perceived usefiilness of efficiency and effectiveness measures was 

different between the user groups. The FGRS (1986) also found that each user group 

had different information needs. Ingram and Robbins (1992) replicated a portion of the 

user needs survey conducted by Jones et al (1985) to elicit subject responses about the 

relative usefiilness of items in municipal government annual reports. Findings from the 

Ingram and Robbins (1992) survey about the rank of the usefiilness of information are 

consistent with those of Jones et al (1985) and led to the conclusion that the results of 

the Jones et al (1985) survey appeared to be robust as to the choice of instrument and 

subject. 
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Furthermore, Adams et al (1989) compared the perceived information needs of the 

preparers and the users of financial statements of not-for-profit organisations focusing 

on accounting for contributed services. The results of Adams et al (1989) revealed that 

both preparers and users were interested in the disclosure of non-monetary information 

rather than the dollar values assigned to contributed services. 

Few studies in the accounting literature have focused on the usefulness of information 

in public sector financial reporting. Patton (1978) and Alijarde (1997) examined the 

perceived usefulness of information to the users of local governmental financial reports, 

while Hay (1988) examined those of the users of state and local government reports. 

Several studies have been conducted to determine the effect of report formats on the 

usefiilness of government financial reports (Patton 1978; Gaffiiey 1986; Daniels and 

Daniels 1991). GafEhey (1986) and Daniels and Daniels (1991) measured the perceived 

usefulness of the different municipal financial report formats (consolidated versus fimd-

type accoimting statements) using postal questiormaires developed by Larcker and 

Lessig (1980). The results of Gaffney (1986) suggested that the perceived overall 

usefiilness of county financial statements is quite low. However, the results of Daniels 

and Daniels (1991) indicated that the information contained in municipal financial 

statements Wcis necessary and useful but not sufficient to evaluate the financial 

condition of a municipality. 

Arguments about the use and usefukiess of public sector financial reports have been 

observed in several studies. In general, most studies found that there were relatively few 

users of public sector financial reports (Gaffiiey 1986; Butterworth et al 1989; Patton 

1992). Gaffney (1986) found that there was a low level of public interest in the financial 

statements of United States coimties while Butterworth et ai (1989) found the same 

resuh for British local authorities. Patton (1992) observed that governmental financial 

reports were not actually used by very many people. 

On the other hand, some studies supported the view that government financial reports 

were used (FGRS 1986; Henderson and Scherer 1986). The FGRS (1986) reported that 

many individuals used information in the federal government fmancial reports. 

Henderson and Scherer (1986) reported that South Australian parliamentarians used the 

government department financial statements for a variety of purposes. To improve the 

82 



Chapter 3 Decision-Usefulness Model 

usefiibess of governmental financial reports, a study by Hay (1988) suggested changes 

in disclosure standards by reducing the length and sharpening the focus of disclosure 

standards covered by the auditor's report. 

3.3.3 User Needs' Studies of Performance Information 

The issue of non-use of government financial reports, as discussed above, has raised 

questions about the quality of information contained in government financial reports. 

Currentiy, there exists considerable management literature on performance 

measurement and perfonnance information from a management perspective. This 

research focuses on the issues of the implementation and the intemal use of 

performance measurement within organisations. Therefore, it does not enhance 

understanding of the usefiilness and the quality of performance information within 

extemal reporting from the user's perspective. Recently, little research has examined the 

quality of performance information within extemal reporting from the user's 

perspective. Some researchers examined the quality of performance information in 

annual reports (Pendlebury et al 1994; Courtis 1998; Clark 1999; Walker 2002). 

Many accoimting researchers have used content analysis in their studies of: 

governmental annual reports (Boyne and Law 1991; Cameron and Guthrie 1993; 

Hyndman and Anderson 1995, 1998; Thompson 1995); parliamentary debates on bills 

and authoritative professional pronouncements (Hay 1994); the Statement of Financial 

Accounting Concepts (Hudack and McAllister 1994); qualitative characteristics of 

segment information relative to the requirements under Financial Reporting for 

Segments of a Business Enterprise (Herrmaim and Thomas 1997); public health projects 

(Wilson and Thomson 1999); and non-financial information in government budget 

papers (Carlin and Guthrie 2001a). However, most of the prior content analysis studies 

have their limitations because they have focused on the number and type of 

performance indicators rather than the quality of the information. Whilst previous 

research addressed the issue of comparative data, it examined the quality of 

performance information in annual reports (for example, Boyne and Law 1991). 

Schrader (1995), in an experimental study, examined the decision usefiilness and the 

utility of performance information contained in service efforts and accomplishments 

reports. The results from the study of Schrader (1995) supported the inclusion of 
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performance indicators as part of traditional financial reports because they provided 

usefiil incremental information to users in the assessments of economy, efficiency, 

effectiveness, and the overall performance of government entities. 

A review of the literature both overseas and in Ausfralia illustrates that very few studies 

have examined the quality of performance information contained in government budget 

papers (for example, Carlin and Guthrie 2001a). Carlin and Guthrie (2001a) employed 

content analysis to examine the quality of performance information in the Victorian 

budget papers over the three year period (1999/00, 2000/01 and 2001/02). They found 

the high instability of performance measures in Victoria budget papers over the three 

year period, as a result of a high growth rate in the total number of performance 

indicators, a high novelty rate and a low survival rate. 

Nevertheless, using content analysis to examine the quality of performance information 

is different from that of seeking the views of the users. Currently, there is scant research 

into user needs of performance information in government budget papers, especially the 

quality of performance information in government budget papers from a user's 

perspective. In Australia, whilst several studies have been undertaken on behalf of the 

Australian Accounting Research Foundation regarding the reporting of performance 

information from the user needs' perspective, these studies examined performance 

information in government department aimual reports (Sutcliffe 1985; Sutcliffe et al 

1991; Micallef et al 1994). In general, very few user needs' studies of public sector 

financial reporting have been conducted in Ausfralia (Henderson and Scherer 1986; 

Camegie 1990; Clark 1999). Further, these studies focused on the needs of users of the 

annual reports of government departments. Prior studies, as summarised in Table 3.3, 

have examined users or the usefiilness of financial reporting in the context of public 

sector annual reports. To the best of the author's knowledge, no empirical users needs' 

study of budget papers, examinmg whether information in tiie budget papers meets the 

needs of users as proposed by SAC2 and possess qualitative characteristic of 

information according to SAC3, is publicly available. 
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Chapter 3 Decision-Usefulness Model 

3.4 Factors Affecting the Perceived Usefulness and the Use of Financial Reporting 

To the best of the author's knowledge, there exist no previous studies testing the 

relationship and investigating factors that affect the perceived usefulness of information 

particular to budget papers. Most studies have examined factors affecting the usefulness 

of financial reports, in particular private sector annual reports. Consequently, literature 

in this section is documented relating to factors that mfluence the perceived usefulness 

of information in the context of fmancial reports. 

In previous accounting and public budgeting studies, with consensus, several factors 

have been found to significantly affect the perceived usefulness of fmancial reporting. 

These factors which need to be considered are: the reading pattem or readership (e.g. 

read thoroughly or cursorily) (Epstein 1975; Lee and Tweedie 1981); comprehension 

difficulties (Anderson and Epstein 1996); and personal characteristics such as age 

(Lee and Tweedie 1975b; Epstein and Pava 1993), gender (Reed 1986; Chung and 

Monroe 1998), level of education and college major (Baker and Haslem 1973; Yunker 

1990; Lee 1997), experience or occupation (GrifFm 1982; Chang and Most 1985), 

training (Alijarde 1997; Mendoza and Bescos 2001) and position and number of years 

in the current position (Jreisat 1990;Vora 1992). 

3.4.1 Empirical Research: Reading Pattern or Readership 

Several studies identified that reading pattem or readership (thorough reading or cursory 

reading) of users of fmancial reporting was associated with the perceived usefuhiess of 

information m fmancial reporting (Epstein 1975; Lee and Tweedie 1975b, 1976, 1981; 

Anderson 1981; Epstein and Pava 1993; Anderson and Epstein 1996). 

In the United States, Epstein (1975) examuied the shareholders' readership and use of 

corporate aimual reports as well as tiie shareholders' difficulty in understandmg annual 

report items, shareholders' investment goals, and the effect of sophistication on the use 

of the annual report. Epstein (1975) investigated whether or not corporate shareholders 

were reading corporate annual reports and found the items in the annual report useful 

for decision-making. Based on the overall average readership of the various items of the 

annual report and the overall average usefulness of the items, the items which were read 

more tiioroughly tended to be the more useful ones, although the average usefuhiess 
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rank of an item was somewhat below its average readership rank. In fact, the items m 

the annual report were actually useful to those corporate shareholders who read them. 

Moreover, Epstein (1975) found that the relationship between readership and usefulness 

of corporate armual reports seemed to divide into two groups. The first group consisted 

of those fmancial items where the relationship between readership and usefulness was 

strong: balance sheet, footnotes, income statement, and funds flow. The second group 

consisted of those non-financial items where the relationship was weak: the president's 

letter and the essay and pictorial on operations. However the auditor's report fitted into 

neither. In addition, Epstein (1975) found the auditor's report to be the least read item in 

the annual report, a finding confirmed by surveys conducted by Lee and Tweedie 

(1975b) and Anderson and Epstein (1996). 

Anderson and Epstein (1996) found that investors in Australia read the narrative and 

pictorial items more and also found these more useful, indicating that their focus was 

greater on the less financially based items. Furthermore, in the case of Australia and 

New Zealand, the chairman's statement was read more thoroughly than the financial 

statement items. On uie otiier hand, American investors read the profit and loss 

statements more thoroughly than the non-financial items. In addition, Anderson and 

Epstein (1996) concluded that there was a statistical association between readership and 

the usefulness of both financial and non-financial statement items for investors across 

the United States, Australia, and New Zealand. However, the dkections of causality in 

the relationship between readership and usefuhiess could not be ascertained from this 

study. While careful readership may result m greater perceived usefulness, it may be 

that only those investors who find items in annual report useful take the time to read 

them. Hence, it is uncertain if readership results in perceived usefulness, or if perceived 

usefulness determines readership. 

Anderson (1981) in Austiralia and Lee and Tweedie (1981) in the United Kingdom, have 

also conducted a similar survey to Epstem (1975) except for institutional investors and 

stockbrokers. Anderson (1981) found that most institiitional investors (79%) read the 

income statement tiioroughly. Lee and Tweedie (1981) found that the income statement 

was read thoroughly by 91% of respondents, briefly by 7%, and not at all by 2% (the 

balance sheet was relatively similarly read). 
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S.4.2 Empirical Research: Comprehension Difficulties 

Research into the communication of financial information has raised further questions 

of whether users need more education in how to use financial reports and also whether 

the profession needs to think more carefully about the terms used in financial 

statements. Most user need studies in the private sector found that financial reporting 

was not usefiil to users because they had difficulty understanding the reports (Epstein 

1975; Lee and Tweedie 1981; Anderson and Epstein 1996). 

Anderson and Epstein (1996) explained that the lack of usefulness of annual reports 

compared with other sources of information occurred because annual reports were too 

difficult to understand and did not contain information that was useful for investment 

decisions. In addition, Anderson and Epstein (1996) suggested that investors who 

understood information in financial reporting tended to find the information more useful 

for decision-making than the other investors. Lee and Tweedie (1981), in a study of 

institutional investors, revealed a surprisingly low understanding of technical 

accounting terms. The users' perception of their own understanding was high but their 

answers to specific questions revealed some basic misconceptions of technical terms. 

Epstein (1975) also found that shareholders did not find the annual report useful for 

investment decision-makmg because tiiey had difficulty understanding the financial 

sections. 

Several studies examined whether users of corporate annual reports understood the 

information contained in annual reports (Epstem 1975; Lee and Tweedie 1976, 1977, 

1981; Epstein and Pava 1993; Anderson and Epstein 1996). All of the studies found a 

relationship between comprehension difficulty and the usefulness of annual reports. 

Epstein (1975) found tfiat the narrative and pictorial on operations was the least difficuh 

for the shareholder to understand and the footiiotes were the most difficuh. Moreover, 

Epstein (1975) concluded that the annual report did not satisfy user needs. The data was 

either too complex m presentation or irrelevant, in the shareholder's view, to the 

investment decision. 
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hi Australia, Anderson and Epstein (1996) found that tiie Chairman's address was the 

least difficult item to understand in the annual report This would explain why it was 

read more thoroughly. Slightly more than 70% of Australian investors reported that 

annual report was either very useful or of moderate use. The evidence shows that, in 

part, the United States investors use annual reports more because they have less 

difficulty in understanding them. It was evident that financial statements were found 

more difficult to understand due to a higher proportion of respondents lackmg 

accounting or finance education, training or job experience. 

3.4.3 Empirical Research: Personal Characteristics of Users 

The decision usefulness of accounting mformation is affected by the characteristics of 

the users who must judge what information is useful to the particular decision being 

made as well as affected by the decision maker's capacity to process the information 

(AARF 1990c; Reither 1997; Chung and Monroe 1998). According to SAC3, "the 

concept of understandability requires a judgment about the "capabilities" of users". As 

a result, personal characteristics could affect the understandability of users and the 

perceived usefulness of financial reporting. Therefore, understanding the personal 

characteristics of users has important implications for the design and content of 

fmancial reporting, including budget papers. 

In previous accounting and public budgeting studies, personal characteristics of users 

have been found to significantly affect the perceived usefulness of the information in 

fmancial reporting (Baker and Haslem 1973; Epstein 1975; Lee and Tweedie 1975a, b; 

Chang and Most 1985; Jones et al 1985; Reed 1986; Anderson and Epstein 1996; Smith 

1996; Alijarde 1997; Mendoza and Bescos 2001) as well as affect human info, mation 

processing (Lee and Staffeldt 1976; Yunker 1990; Lee 1991, 1997; Reither 1997; 

Chung and Monroe 1998). Several personal characteristics which need to be considered 

are: (a) age; (b) gender; (c) education; (d) experience or occupation; (e) tirainmg; and 

(f) position and number of years in the current position. 

(a) Age 

Several studies incorporated age of the private sector investors in their postal 

questionnaire to predict the usefulness of financial statements. However, the results 

were inconclusive. While Epstein and Pava (1993) and Anderson and Epstein (1996) 
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found a significant relationship between age and the perceived usefulness of financial 

statements, Chang and Most (1985) and Epstem (1975) found tiie opposite result. 

Anderson and Epstein (1996) found that, in Australia, older investors tended to use both 

the fmancial and non-fmancial statements more than other investors. Furthermore, 

Anderson and Epstein found that, for New Zealand investors, the only annual report 

item related to an investor's age was the chairman's address. 

(b) Gender 

For gender difference, Lee and Tweedie (1975b) and Reed (1986) found that gender 

difference affected the perceived importance of items in annual reports as well as the 

decision making process. Chung and Monroe (1998) found that males and females 

processed information differently. They concluded that males tended to be selective 

information processors and encoded fewer details than did females. Usually, males 

focused on a single cue or cues with a single inference. On the other hand, females 

tended to be comprehensive and detailed processors by processing all or most of the 

available information. 

(c) Education 

A number of studies incorporated education as an explanatory variable of the perceived 

usefulness of financial statements and performance information. Many studies found 

that there was a relationship between these two variables (Baker and Haslem 1973; 

Epstein 1975; Chang and Most 1985; Reed 1986; Jreisat 1990; Anderson and Epstein 

1996). 

Anderson and Epstein (1996) found that an investor's level of education was positively 

associated with the usefulness of the footnotes' section of the annual report in the 

United States and the cash flow statement in Australia. Anderson and Epstem (1996) 

also found that those investors who had formal education in a finance related field 

tended to use financial statements more than otiier investors. Chang and Most (1985) 

found that investors' views on the importance of corporate annual report items were 

highly correlated with a college major. Likewise, Lee and Tweedie (1981) found that 

investment analysts and investors with an accounting qualification seemed to have the 

best understanding of financial statements. Epstein (1975) found that formal education 

in accounting or finance seemed to affect the level of usefulness of some of tiie more 
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technical items in annual reports. Furthermore, Baker and Haslem (1973) found that the 

investment mformation used was mfluenced by the knowledge and background of the 

person performing the analysis. 

In the public sector. Reed (1986) also found that education and personal perceptions of 

the severity of local crime affected the perceived usefulness of performance information 

and the decision making process. Several public budgeting studies examining state 

budget officers also found that budgetary practice and the use of performance 

information and analysis depended on the capabilities of users in relation to the level of 

education and the academic discipline (Yunker 1990; Lee 1991, 1997). Lee (1997) 

found that budget officers with master degrees in public administration most likely 

made more use of program information and analysis. 

On the other hand, several studies found no relationship between the education of users 

and the perceived usefiilness and the use of information. Anderson and Epstein (1996) 

found no relationships between the perceived usefulness of various parts of the annual 

report and investors' level of education in New Zealand. Smith (1996) also found no 

significant difference in preference percentages or ranks of the usefulness of items in 

aimual reports between two sets of users with different education. Jreisat (1990), in a 

study of local budgeting and finance administiators in Florida, found no significant 

relationships between personal characteristics (including academic degrees and college 

majors) and the use of productivity measurement information in the budget process. 

Likewise, Lee and Staffeldt (1976), in their study of state budget office staff, found no 

significant relationsiiips between educational characteristics (includuig levels of 

education and academic disciplines) and budgetary practice (including the use of 

program effectiveness analysis and productivity analysis in decision making). 

(d) Experience or Occupation 

Anderson and Epstein (1996) found that the perceived usefuhiess of the financial 

statement was a flmction of experience for investors in the United States. Those 

American investors who had a job in a finance related field tended to use financial 

statements more thoroughly than did other investors. In contrast, no statistically 

significant relationships were indicated for the Australian and New Zealand investors. 

Furthermore, Chang and Most (1985) found that the American investors' views on the 
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importance of corporate annual report items were highly correlated with occupation. 

However, for investors in the United Kingdom and New Zealand, there were significant 

differences confirming the United States' results in respect to occupation. Reed (1986) 

also found that work experience of public budget officers and auditors could affect the 

perceived usefulness of non-monetary performance information and decision making. In 

addition, Griffin (1982) concluded that users' needs were specific and related to each 

job, decision-making task, or envhonment. 

In the United Kingdom, Lee and Tweedie (1977) found a distinction between private 

shareholders who had no experience of accounting and those who had such a 

background in terms of their needs and their perceived usefulness of information. In 

addition, Lee and Tweedie (1975a) found that shareholders employed in occupations 

related to accounting as well as investment or financial management field believed that 

they understood reported information better than those in other occupations. 

(e) Training 

Mendoza and Bescos (2001) found that managers with a finance background or who 

held a management accounting or fmancial controller position, were globally more 

satisfied with the information available than those without training in finance or 

management and who did not hold management accounting responsibilities. In Spain, 

Alijarde (1997) found that the lack of accounting training of potential users of the 

information reduced the usefulness of financial reporting enormously. Anderson and 

Epstein (1996) found that mvestors with previous training or experience m busmess 

were slightly more likely to read the auditor's report than those mvestors witiiout such 

experience. Chang and Most (1985) found that American investors' views on tiie 

importance of corporate annual report items were highly correlated with their amount of 

formal mvestment traimng. However, for investors in the United Kingdom and New 

Zealand, tiiere were significant differences confirming the United States results in 

respect to formal investment trainmg. Furthermore, several researchers supported the 

finding tiiat managers or budget officers should have appropriate training in order to 

better sort information and perform tasks related to program measurement, monitoring 

and evaluation (Lee 1991; McKinnon and Bmns 1992; Mendoza and Bescos 2001). 
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On the other hand, Chambers and Clarke (1986) found tiiat accountants who had 

training did not respond differently from non-accountants about the use of accounting 

terms, use of certam prices and price-based calculations, and ideas about wealth and 

change in wealth. 

(f) Position and number of years in the current position 

Few studies have examined the impact of position held m the organisation and the 

number of years in the current position on the use and usefulness of information. Vora 

(1992) examined the usage of the fifteen productivity and performance measures at 

three levels of management (top, middle, and first) in private companies. The results of 

Vora (1992) indicated that managers used all fifteen types of measures. However, the 

usage rate and the pattem of usage in the choice of specific measures varied greatly 

between the different levels of management. The usage rate of all fifteen types of 

measures decreased from top to middle to fnst level of management. Jreisat (1990), in a 

survey of Florida government finance and budget officers, examining the use of 

productivity measurement and new techniques of budgeting found no significant 

relationships between the number of years in the current position and the use of the 

productivity measures information. 

3,5 Summary 

A review of literature about the usefulness and user needs of budget papers revealed a 

considerable lack of knowledge in this area. Further, there was a dearth of literature 

examining the quality of performance information from the users perspective, especially 

in budget papers. A review of research literature illustrated that most studies examined 

performance information in annual reports. As there is a lack in the study of government 

budget papers, the literature review in tiiis chapter therefore has been mostly limited to 

the usefulness of financial reporting, in particular, the annual reports both in the private 

and the public sector. Nevertheless, the preceding literature review has provided a 

useful basis for the development of a conceptual framework for this study to assess the 

usefulness of information in budget papers. The conceptual framework, research 

propositions and research methodology used to conduct this study are discussed in the 

next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

4.1 Introduction 

In this chapter the conceptual framework including the operationalisation of variables, 

the research propositions, and the research methodology are described. The justification 

of the research method, in particular the mail survey and the content analysis employed 

by this research, is discussed. For both the mail survey and the content analysis, 

information is provided about the population, the validity and the reliability analysis of 

the research instruments, the data collection and the data analysis procedures. 

4.2 Conceptual Framework for Assessing Perceptions about OBB 

In the present study, the conceptual framework (Figure 4.1) was developed for assessing 

perceptions about the usefulness of OBB in terms of the usefulness of information 

generated by OBB within government budget papers and the consequences of using 

OBB in government departments. 

The descriptions and dimensions of each concept according to the conceptual 

framework in Figure 4.1, are outlined as follows. 

The usefulness variable measures for the purpose of this study include the following 

dimensions: 

1. the frequency of use of budget papers: 

2. the usefulness of seven items within budget papers: Treasurer's speech; financial 

statements; statistical performance information; descriptive explanation of 

outputs; descriptive contribution of outputs to department objectives; descriptive 

contribution of outputs to government outcomes; and output cost information; 

3. tiie frequency of use of four types of performance measures: quality measures; 

quantity measures; cost measures; and timeliness measures; and 

4. tiie usefulness of four types of performance measures: quality measures; 

quantity measures; cost measures; and timeliness measures. 
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Figure 4.1: Conceptual Framework for Assessing Perceptions about OBB 

Independent Variables Statistical Methods Dependent Variables 

Readership Q. 12 Chi-square test 

Comprehension Difficulties Q.14 Chi-square test 

Purposes for Using Budget Papers Q.13 Chi-square test 

Qualitative Characteristics 
Relevance Q. 18 a,b,c,d 
Reliability C^. 18 e,f,g,h 
Comparability Q.18 ij,k,l 
Understandability Q.18m,ii,o 

Chi-square test 

Qualitative Characteristics 
Relevance Q. 23 a 
Reliability Q. 23 b 
Comparability Q. 23 c,d,e 
Understandability Q. 23 f,g 
Usability Q. 23 h,i 

Chi-square test 

Usefulness of information generated 
by OBB within budget papers 

Usefulness of 
Items within Budget Papers 

Q.10,11,15 

Personal Characteristics 
Q. 61,62,63,64,65,66,67 

Chi-square test 

Knowledge about OBB and 
Performance Measures Q.2-9 

Performance information preparation 
Q.20 

Performance audits by extemal auditors 
Q.21 

Checking for accuracy of 

performance measures 0-22 

Educational training of performance 
measurement Q.65 

Logistic 

Regression 

Usefulness of 
Output Performance Information 

Q.16a,b.c,d 
Q. 17 a,b,c,d 

Usefulness of 
Total Output Cost Information 

Q.16c, 17c 

Consequences of using OBB; 
Impact on 

Decision Making 
Q.24,25,26,27,28,29,30,31,32,33,34, 

35,60 (a,b) 

Accountability 
Q.36,37,38,39,40,41,42,43,44,45, 

46,47,48,60 (c,d) 

Use of Performance Information 
Q.19 

Organisational Operations 
Q. 49,50,51,52,53,54,55, 

56,57,59, 60 (e,f,g,h) 

OBB Concept Q.l and 
OveraU Usefulness of OBB Q.58, 68 

96 



Chapter 4 Research Methodology 

Items representing tiie concept of usefiilness of information were developed by 

modifymg questions fix)m previous studies such as those of Epstein (1975), Larcker and 

Lessig (1980), Anderson and Epstein (1996) and Clark (1999) about the usefiilness of 

information and annual reports. 

The concept Knowledge about OBB and Performance Measures is based on the 

definitions of terminologies used for Output Based Budgeting provided by Australian 

authoritative bodies, as identified in Chapter 1: Sections 1.7.2 and 1.8 and Chapter 3: 

Section 3.2.1. Specifically, Questions 2 and 3 in the OBB survey questionnaire (see 

Appendix 1) were developed from the definitions provided by the Victorian Department 

of Treasury and Fmance (1997b). Questions 4 and 5 were developed from the 

definitions provided by the Steering Committee for the Review of Commonwealth/ 

State Service Provision (1999). Questions 6 and 7 were developed from the definitions 

provided by the Commonwealth Department of Finance and Administration (1998). 

Finally, Question 9 was developed from the definitions provided by the Australian 

Accounting Research Foundation (1990b). 

The concept purposes for using budget paper is based on the purposes identified in 

SAC2 (AARF 1990b), including the following dimensions: making decisions about the 

allocation of resources; evaluating decisions about the allocation of resources; and 

accountability. 

The concept Qualitative Characteristics of Information is based on the characteristics 

identified in SAC3 (AARF 1990c), including the following dimensions: relevance, 

reliability, comparability, and understandability. Furthermore, another dimension of 

characteristics of information is usability derived from the previous study of Larcker 

and Lessig (1980). 

The concept Consequences of Using OBB is mvestigated in three dimensions as 

follows: the impact on decision making; the impact on accountability; and the impact on 

organisational operations. This concept is based on the output budgeting system concept 

provided by the treasuries of the Australian states and territories as v/ell as the literature 

review about other budgetary systems in Chapter 2. Items representing this concept 

were developed on the basis of treasury guides about OBB (e.g. Westem Australia 
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Treasury Department 1996a, b; VDTF 1997b; Commonwealtii Department of Fmance 

and Admmisfration 1998; Queensland Treasury 1998b) or modified from prior studies 

of Macleod (1971), Dean (1986b), Bellamy and Kluvers (1995); Kluvers (2001a), 

Melkers and Willoughby (2001), and Willoughby and Melkers (2001) about public 

budgeting systems based upon the literature noted in Chapter 2. 

The dependent variables for this study include: 

1. the usefulness of information generated by OBB within budget papers, 

specifically, the usefuhiess of items v^thin budget papers; the usefuhiess of output 

performance information; and the usefiilness of total output cost information; 

2. the consequences of using OBB in Victorian government departments, 

specifically, the impact of OBB on the decision making; the unpact of OBB on 

accountability; and the impact of OBB on organisational operations; and 

3. the use of performance information. 

The independent variables influencing each dependent variable are as follows: 

1. For the dependent variable the usefulness of items within budget papers, the 

mdependerrt-variables are readership, comprehension difficulties, purposes for using the 

budget papers (as proposed by SAC2), and personal characteristics. 

2. For the dependent variables the usefulness of output performance information and 

the usefulness of total output cost information, the independent variables are purposes 

for using the budget papers (as proposed by SAC2), qualitative characteristics of the 

information (as proposed by SAC3), and personal characteristics. 

3. For the dependent variable the use of performance information, the independent 

variables are knowledge about OBB and performance measures, performance 

information preparation, performance audits by extemal auditors, checking for accuracy 

of performance measures, and the educational training of performance measurement. 

The variables readership; comprehension difficulties, and personal characteristics (age, 

gender, highest level of education, accounting background, performance measures 

training, duration in current or similar job, and area of responsibility or principal task) 

were included m the conceptual framework as being independent variables for this study 

based on tiie significant relationship found in the literature review as described in 

Section 3.4 (e.g. Epstein 1975; Lee and Tweedie 1975b; Epstein and Pava 1993). 
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Many factors may mfluence the perceived usefulness of information to users. In order to 

identify a set of comprehensive and significant items that represent each concept, a 

thorough examination of concepts was undertaken m the Australian freasuries guides to 

implement output budgeting and management of the six states and two territories, the 

accounting conceptual frameworks of various countries, including the Australian 

Statements of Accounting Concepts, and journals, as well as conference papers relating 

to OBB. Consequently, the independent variables and dimensions of each concept 

examined in the present study were those suggested by the existing literature review, the 

Australian treaisuries guidelines, and some observations. 

4.3 Propositions 

As previously discussed, the two main research questions according to the aims of this 

study for assessing the usefulness of OBB were as follows. 

Research Question 1: How useful is the information generated by OBB within the 

Victorian budget papers? 

Research Question 2: What have beenJhe^consequences^ of using OBB in Victorian 

government departments? 

To answer these two research questions, six propositions were developed for this study 

as outiined below. 

4.3.1 Propositions for Research Question I 

The usefulness of information generated by OBB is investigated in three areas: the 

usefulness of items within budget papers; the usefuhiess of output performance 

information; and the usefuhiess of total output cost mformation. Three propositions 

were developed for Research Question 1, based on the proposed conceptual model 

presented m Figure 4.1. 

According to tiie literatiire review in Chapter 3: Section 3.4, the perceived usefulness of 

fmancial reporting was found to be statistically correlated with several factors, such as 

readership (Epstein 1975; Anderson and Epstein 1996), comprehension difficulties 

(Epstein 1975; Lee and Tweedie 1981; Epstein and Pava 1993; Anderson and Epstein 
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1996), mdipersoruil characteristics (Baker and Haslem 1973; Lee and Tweedie 1975b; 

Chang and Most 1985; Jones et al 1985; Reed 1986; Anderson and Epstein 1996). 

Therefore, it is expected m this study that there is a relationship between usefuhiess 

variables and the following variables: readership; comprehension difficulties; purposes 

for using the budget papers; qualitative characteristics of information; and personal 

characteristics of users. This leads to the following proposition. 

Proposition I 

There is a relationship between the usefuhiess of budget papers, m particular the 

frequency of use of budget papers and the usefulness of items within the budget papers, 

and: (a) the readership; 

(b) the comprehensiosn difficulties; 

(c) the purposes for using the budget papers; and 

(d) the personal characteristics of the users. 

As mentioned earlier in Section 1.7.1, the Australian conceptual framework, including 

SAC2 and SAC3, is based primarily on the decision-usefulness model. Particularly, 

SAC2 is based on the principle that if the nature of the users and their purposes for 

using the financial report is known, it is possible to provide information that better 

meets the needs of those users. Consequently, this may lead to users being more 

satisfied and perceiving the information provided as more usefiil. Therefore, it is 

expected in this study that there is a relationship between the perceived usefulness of 

information and (a) the personal characteristics of users and (b) the purposes for using 

budget papers. 

Furthermore, SAC3 is also based on the same assumption and further emphasises that 

information possessing certain qualitative characteristics will satisfy the needs of users 

and enhance the usefulness of information to users. Therefore, it is expected in this 

study that there is a relationship between the perceived usefulness of information and 

the qualitative characteristics of information. For this study, emphasis is placed on 

investigating the usefiilness of performance information to users in terms of the 

qualitative characteristics proposed by SAC3. Performance information covers 

government activities and can be used to assess the performance of the government in 

an era of increasing accountability, an objective of this study. 
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Consequently, Proposition 2 was developed to investigate the usefulness of performance 

information m budget papers. Additionally, Proposition 3 was created to examine the 

usefiilness of the total output cost information in budget papers. These two propositions 

are specified below. 

Proposition 2 

There is a relationship between the usefiihiess of output performance information and: 

(a) the purposes for using the budget papers; 

(b) the qualitative characteristics of performance information; and 

(c) the personal characteristics of the users. 

Proposition 3 

There is a relationship between the usefiilness of total output cost information and: 

(a) the purposes for using the budget papers; 

(b) the qualitative characteristics and usability of total output cost information; and 

(c) the personal characteristics of the users. 

4.3.2 Propositions for Research Question 2 

The consequences of using OBB were investigated in three areas: the impact of OBB on 

decision making; accountability; and organisational operations. Answers to Research 

Question 2 were found by testing three propositions by means of usmg the findings 

from this study to determine whether the propositions were supported by the data. 

4.3.2.1 The Impact of OBB on Decision Making 

Many advocates of OBB claim that OBB will help governments to unprove 

management mformation and provide better performance information to aid rational 

decision making (Pallot and Ball 1996; Westem Australia Treasury Department 1996b, 

2000; McTaggart 1997; VDTF 1997b, c; Trenorden 2001). Furtiier, Boston et al (1996) 

stated that distinguishing purchase and ownership mterests of the government, as well 

as the requirements of output financial reporting, resulted in facilitatmg the allocation of 

resources mto key priority areas. Other advocates clauned that OBB systems facilitated 

output costing which would be used for rational budget allocations and lead to better 

resource allocation decisions (Holmes and Wileman 1995; VDTF 1997b; 

Commonwealth Department of Finance and Administration 1998). 
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Nevertheless, the critical question arises as to whether OBB will encounter some of the 

same problems as previous budgetary systems such as program budgeting. Wildavsky 

(1975) argued that information provided by program budgeting was often irrelevant to 

managers. As a result, managers could not use that information for decision making. 

Simpkins (1998) also shared the same view of the provision of non-useful uiformation 

for decision making of the previous New Zealand budgetary system. Boston et al (1996) 

argued that the allocation of costs to departmental outputs had been particularly 

difficuh. As a result, the cost information might not be usefiil for decision making. 

Recently, Olson et al (2001) also questioned whether the information reported in the 

new public financial management system was tmstworthy, useful and used for decision 

makmg. Another argument is concemed with the problem of the impossibility of a 

rational comprehensive approach to decision making (Lindblom 1959; Wildavsky 

1975). Therefore, whether the use of OBB will overcome these problems and has 

impact on decision making needs to be investigated. The fourth proposition is stated as 

follows. 

Proposition 4 

OBB has an Impact on jLyecision iviaKing. 

4.3.2.2 The Impact of OBB on Accountability 

\X was claimed that the pre-existing system of accountability was inadequate or lacked 

transparency (Guthrie 1998; Simpkins 1998). Therefore, OBB focused on the 

presentation of information on an output basis and was introduced to overcome or at 

least minimise the accountability and fransparency problem. Proponents of OBB 

claimed that it would encourage greater accountability by governments (VDTF 1992a; 

OECD 1997b; Queensland Treasury 1998b; Westem Ausfralia Treasury Department 

2000). Boston et al (1996) supported the view that the departmental reports based on 

output specification (in terms of quantity, quality, cost, location, and tune); the 

clarification of departmental responsibilities; and the new model of performance 

reporting helped to hold managers accountable. Furtiiermore, the quantifiable nature of 

outputs made managers amenable to expenditure cutting and to confractmg out. In 

addition, distinguishing purchase and ovmership interests of the government and tiie 

requirement of output reporting would help the government to unprove the transparency 

of governmental activities. 
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Nevertheless, Knight and Wiltshire (1977) argued that the mclusion of performance data 

in the budget document led to the danger of the automatic acceptance of the worth of a 

particular departmental activity. They discussed the difficulty in formulatmg data that 

accurately reflected an agency's output and activities, and the problem of the quality of 

perfonnance. Several authors agreed that performance audits as well as careful and 

periodical reviews of performance data were essential if performance data were to be of 

any value in enhancing accountability (Babunakis 1976; JCnight and Wiltshire 1977; 

Pallot and Ball 1996; Kluvers 2001a). Further, Knight and Wiltshire (1977) indicated 

that the mclusion of statistics and textual comment in budget papers led to the over­

burdening of the documents with doubtful figures in assessing the value of departmental 

activities. Mascarenhas (1996) also found that public officials did not have tune to make 

use of performance information. Given the controversy over the impact of OBB on 

accountability, the fifth proposition was created to examine these issues as follows. 

Proposition 5 

The use of OBB enhances accountability. 

Furthermore, several authors supported the view that the use of performance measures 

in the public sector would enhance accountability of the government (VDTF 1997b; 

Kloot 1999; Commonwealth Department of Finance and Adminisfration 2000; Kluvers 

2001b). Therefore, the use of performance information and factors influencing the use 

of performance information by public officials in Victorian government departments are 

investigated in this study. A proposition was generated to examine factors affecting the 

use of performance information as follows. 

The use of performance mformation generated by OBB is significantly related to: 

(a) knowledge about OBB and performance measures; 

(b) performance information preparation; 

(c) performance audits by extemal auditors; 

(d) checking for accuracy of performance measures; and 

(e) the educational training of performance measurement. 
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4 12.3 The Impact of OBB on Organisational Operations 

Many advocates of OBB claimed that OBB systems could assist organisational 

improvement by linking budget and performance over tune; improving the effectiveness 

of resource allocation; increasing the understanding of government operations and the 

outputs to be produced; reducing duplicative activities; and improving responsiveness to 

customers (Holmes and Wileman 1995; South Australia Department of Treasury and 

Finance 1997b; VDTF 1997b; Commonwealth Department of Finance and 

Admmisfration 1998; Queensland Treasury 1998b; Campos and Pradhan 1999; Western 

Ausfralia Treasury Department 2000). Therefore, it is expected that the use of the OBB 

in the public sector will help governments to improve thefr organisational operations. 

This leads to the following proposition. 

Proposition 6 

OBB has a positive impact on organisational operations. 

4.4 Research Methods 

Combined research methods including mail survey questionnaires and content analysis 

were used as the basic methods for collecting data in order to develop the conceptual 

analysis of the usefulness of OBB. Many authors agree that each data collection method 

has some biases (Nachmias and Nachmias 1996; Punch 1998; Blaikie 2000). Therefore, 

the use of a combination of methods is likely to reduce the biases and increase the 

vahdity and reliability of research data (Nachmias and Nachmias 1996; Sekaran 2000). 

If the findings from the different data collection methods are consistent, the intemal 

validity of those findings is mcreased. This study therefore employed triangulation to 

overcome the biases that stem from use of a single method. 

For this study, a quantitative survey questionnafre was used as the mam method to 

answer the research questions, while a content analysis method was employed as a 

supplementary method to check and extend some results of tiie survey questionnafre 

findmgs. Otiier research metiiods were not appropriate for this study because they did 

not meet tiie objective of the present study or they might have been difficult to 

implement. 
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The participant observation metiiod was considered to be an inappropriate method for 

this study because it was unlikely or impossible that the researcher would be allowed to 

observe or participate in tiie budgetary negotiations and decision making of government 

departments. Furthermore, according to the aim of this study, the researcher did not 

intend to develop a theory from an observation but aimed to substantiate existing theory 

by investigating the gap between the normative and descriptive theories or between the 

theory and practice (i.e. budget theory versus budget practice or qualitative 

characteristics of information based on SAC3 versus perceived quality of mformation). 

Grounded theory is more appropriate to use for the constmction of theory rather than for 

the verification of theory. Therefore, grounded theory was not appropriate for this study. 

4.5 Survey 

The survey method was the most appropriate method for this study because it provided 

a straightforward method wdth which to measure user perceptions. According to the 

literature review in Section 3.3, the research method used most frequently in the user 

need studies was the postal questionnaire seeking information about user attitudes. 

Other methods such as stmctured or unstructured interviews, case studies and content 

analysis appeared less frequently. Most researchers of public^budgeting (Jreisat 1990; 

Lee 1997; Kluvers 2001a; Melkers and Willoughby 2001) and government financial 

reporting (Henderson and Scherer 1986; Adam et al 1989; Camegie 1990; Ingram and 

Robbins 1992; Coy et al 1997) used the mail survey method in their studies. 

There are three methods of gathering data by usmg a survey: mail (mcludmg electronic 

mail and web based) questionnafres; personal interview; and telephone interview (Jones 

1996; Nachmais and Nachmais 1996). The telephone interview has limitations on 

interview length and the complexity of the question. The personal interview faces the 

problem of mterviewer bias, high cost because of travel tasks and it is tune consuming 

(Cooper and Emory 1995). For the present study, a mail survey questionnaire seemed to 

be the most appropriate method of gathering data in preference to a personal or 

telephone interview for a number of reasons. 
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First, the population of this study consisted of hard-to-reach and very busy people with 

limited free time (i.e. Department Secretaries and Chief Executive Officers). Those 

hard-to-reach participants were best contacted by mail because an envelope can be 

addressed to a particular individual. Participants can reply at length to survey 

questionnaires at thefr ovm convenience (Cooper and Emory 1995; Nachmais and 

Nachmais 1996; Zikmund 1997; Sekaran 2000). Second, a mail survey can reach a large 

number of people with a minimum of cost and minimal staff involvement (Cooper and 

Emory 1995; Johnson 2002). Third, a mail survey can obtain responses to an extensive 

and relatively long questionnafre as employed by this study. Fourth, the questionnaires 

in this study might include some sensitive questions. A mail survey is perceived as an 

impersonal survey method and assures a higher degree of anonymity than other survey 

methods. Therefore, a mail survey can encourage participants to reply and give honest 

responses to sensitive questions (Cooper and Emory 1995; Nachmais and Nachmais 

1996; Johnson 2002). Finally, the absence of the interviewer means that there is no 

interviewer bias that results from the personal characteristics of interviewers and 

variability in their skills (Nachmais and Nachmais 1996). 

Nevertheless, the absence of the interviewer in the mail survey may have disadvantages 

because there is no interviewer to probe for additional information or clarify an 

ambiguous answer. Thus, questions and insfructions must be clear-cut, simple, and 

sfraightforward (Zikmund 1997). Otherwise respondents must use tiiefr own 

interpretations of what the questions mean, which may be wrong. As a result, each 

respondent might attach a different personal meaning to each question. Moreover, 

respondents usually extunme questionnafres before answering so tiiat they can skip 

questions or come back to tiiem later. This may bias tiie responses. Furthermore, 

questions may be biased towards the ideas of the researcher. By structtiring questions in 

the questionnafres, the respondents may be manipulated to give responses for which tiie 

researcher is searching (Jones 1996). In some situations, respondents may thmk that 

there is a preferred answer for the question, thus they do not respond honestly to the 

question (Babbie 2001). Finally, conducting a mail survey needs to have accurate and 

up-to-date mailing lists which might be difficult to obtain. 
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Despite tiie limitations, a mail survey was used for the purpose of tiie present study with 

precautions to minimise bias in designing the survey questionnaires; employmg survey 

procedure; selecting the population to whom the questionnaire was sent; analysing the 

responses; and drawmg conclusions from tiie findings. In addition, tiie OBB 

questionnaire used in tiiis study was pilot tested to ensure the suitability of the 

questions. Furthermore, to assure the validity of results from the survey questiormaires 

with a small population size, effort was devoted to ensurmg an adequate response rate to 

the OBB questionnafre. Several techniques were used to increase the response rate as 

follows: limiting the questionnaire length; providing prepaid reply envelopes; sending 

two follow-up mails; ensuring anonymity; using a cover letter to convince respondents 

of thefr significant confributions to the success of the study; and offering a 

complimentary copy of the results. 

In summary, this study employed a mail survey to investigate the perceptions of 

respondents about the usefulness of OBB. In the next sections, population, 

questionnaire design, reliability and validity of the survey instruments, survey 

procedure and data analysis techiuque are discussed. 

4.5.1 Population and Samples 

To achieve the aims of this study, the population was identified as Victorian public 

officials who worked for Victorian government departments in areas related to output 

budgeting and management during the budget year 2002/03 and who were the users of 

the 2002/03 Victorian budget papers. After considering the Victorian government 

directory, it was found that many of the public officials were not the recipients of 

budget papers. Therefore, the population was restricted to those public officials, who 

met both of the following criteria: 

1. public officials, whose names were listed in the 2002/03 Victorian 

government directory and who worked for government departments in the area of output 

budgeting and management, such as finance, budgeting, accounting, policy and 

planmng, and performance review or evaluation; and 

2. public officials who held positions identified in the budget papers recipient 

list as being: secretaries; deputy secretaries; executive directors; directors; chief 

financial officers; chief planning officers; and managers of Victorian government 

departments. 
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In summary, the population consisted of users of the Victorian budget papers who 

worked for Victorian government departments in the area related to OBB. This was to 

ensure that respondents were familiar with the topic under investigation relating to both 

the usefulness of information within the Victorian budget papers and the consequences 

of OBB in government departments. Due to tiie specific characteristics of the 

population, a combination of two databases was used to obtain the mailing list and total 

population of this study. 

First, the database for the population of the Victorian public officials who worked for 

the nine departments during the budget year 2002/03 (during the period when this 

research was conducted) was obtained from the 2002/03 Victorian government 

directory. This database was used because the Victorian government directory was the 

most comprehensive, reliable and up-to-date directory of Victorian department public 

officials. Furthermore, the directory was publicly available and provided names, 

positions, addresses, telephone numbers and e-mail addresses of Victorian public 

officials who worked in the budget year 2002/03. This contact information, especially 

names of the potential participants, enabled the researcher to send questionnaires to 

particular individuals by indicating their names, positions and addresses on the 

envelopes. 

Second, the database for the population of the users of the 2002/03 Victorian budget 

papers was obtained from the budget paper recipient list provided by the VDTF. It was 

important to obtain the recipient Hst from the VDTF because it was the government 

department responsible for the production and disfribution of the Victorian budget 

papers to all recipients including all Victorian government departments. Specifically, 

the population and criteria of the recipients of the 2002/03 Victorian budget papers were 

obtained from the officer responsible for tiie recipient list of the Victorian budget 

papers. The names and contact addresses of the participants from the budget papers 

recipient list according to the criteria provided by the VDTF were obtained from the 

2002/03 Victorian government directory and publicly available information from all 

nine Victorian govemment departments websites through the Intemet. 
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After some time spent identifying the total population, especially for the recipients of 

budget papers across nine Victorian govemment departments, it was determined that 

there were 213 public officials who met tiie criteria of being the population of this 

study. Due to the relatively small population, this study therefore surveyed the entfre 

population thereby providfrig data that was not only accurate but also precise (Zikmund 

1997). The questionnafre was addressed to 213 particular individuals. 

Four questionnaires were undelivered and retumed to the sender by the post office. This 

effectively reduced the population survey size to 209. 

4.5.1.1 Identifying the Users of the Budget Papers in this Study 

A review of prior studies shows that at least three methods have been employed to 

identify and survey users of public sector general purpose fmancial reports, in 

particular, of govemment aimual reports: self identification by user volunteers; third 

party identification of users (i.e. preparers); and users in the recipient list of financial 

reports. 

The first method aims to identify actual users of govemment fmancial reports by means 

of placing a questionnafre in annual reports held in public libraries (Butterworth et al 

1989) or inserting a card in aimual reports disfributed by the institutions (Coy et al 

1997) and then, waiting for users to self-identify and return the card to the researcher. 

Those who return a card are then surveyed. There are several reasons why this method 

was not appropriate for this study. Ffrst, this method was impossible to employ for this 

study because the 2002/03 Victorian budget papers had already been distributed to the 

recipients by the VDTF in May 2002 prior to undertaking the survey for this study 

which was conducted m November 2002. Therefore, the researcher could not place the 

questionnaire in budget papers when they were distributed. Furthermore, it is unlikely 

that the researcher would have been allowed to insert cards or questionnafres in the 

budget papers when they were distributed. The researcher informally made a request to 

the VDTF to distribute the questionnaire to people on its mailing list on the researcher's 

behalf without providing the mailing list to the researcher. The researcher also 

undertook to be responsible for all expenses of mailing out tiie survey questionnaires 

including the prepaid reply envelopes. However, tiie VDTF was reluctant to disttibute 

the questionnafre on the researcher's behalf Finally, as this method relies on respondent 
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volunteers to self-identify it cannot be regarded as capturing a comprehensive set of all 

users. 

The second metiiod of identifying users is by means of seekmg the views of senior 

intemal members of govemment departments or account preparers (Atamian and 

Ganguli 1991; Jones and Puglisi 1997). The problem with this approach is that it relies 

on the judgments of the third party, thereby hmiting the validity of any findings or 

conclusions drawn. 

The thfrd method of identifyuig and surveying users of public sector general purpose 

financial reports is to survey users on the actual recipient list of annual reports by 

govemment authorities (Jones and Puglisi 1997). This study employed the third method 

to identify users by relying on the researcher's inspection of the actual lists of recipients 

of budget papers because it provided several advantages. First, relying on the recipient 

list was considered to be a more objective and reliable source of information because it 

was not dependent on those recipients responding to identify themselves, thus there was 

less chance of missing information. Second, this method considered the data of actual 

recipients rather than thfrd party judgments, which relied on the perceptions of report 

preparers or senior intemal members in the organisation. Finally, according to de Vaus 

(2002) it is common for mail surveys to use particular Hsts to obtain the population or 

sample frame. This study therefore identified users of the Victorian budget papers as 

persons, who were in the actual lists of budget paper recipients provided by the VDTF. 

Nevertheless, there are at least two identifiable limitations when relying on recipient 

lists to identify users. First, not all recipients who receive budget papers will actually 

use the budget papers. Second, there may be other actual users of budget papers, who 

gain access to budget papers from other sources rather tiian dfrectly receivmg budget 

papers from tiie VDTF, for example, borrov^ng budget papers from a library or getting 

budget papers via the Intemet. However, it should be noted that although tiiere may be 

other users of budget papers, it is likely tiiat public officials are the prime users of 

budget papers ratiier than extemal users. Despite these limitations, this study relied on a 

recipient list to identify users of budget papers because the aims and population of this 

study focused mainly on users of the budget papers, who were public officials. 
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Therefore, using a recipient list was considered to be sufficient and appropriate ui 

providmg a comprehensive and objective Hst of public official users of budget papers. 

4.S.2 Questionnaire Design 

According to the aims of the present study, the questionnaire was designed to measure: 

(1) perceptions of budget paper users on the usefulness of items and performance 

information generated by OBB within the budget papers; and (2) perceptions of public 

officials on the consequences of using OBB in the public sector. The questionnaire (see 

Appendix 1) consisted of 68 questions withm four Sections prmted in a six-page booklet 

on pale colored paper. The details of each section are described as follows. 

Section A (Questions 1-9) was designed to evaluate general knowledge and 

understanding of OBB and performance measures by public officials who were users of 

budget papers. 

Section B (Questions 10-23) was designed to assess perceptions on the usefulness of 

information generated by OBB. Questions in this section were devised and divided 

amongst four m.ain concepts. First, Questions 10-15 v/ere designed to assess perceptions 

on die usefiilness of items within the Victorian budget papers. Second, Questions 16-18 

were designed to assess perceptions on the usefulness of output performance 

information. Third, Questions 19-22 were designed to assess the extent to which 

performance measures were used. Fourth, Question 23 was designed to assess 

perceptions on the usefulness of total output cost information. 

Section C (Questions 24-58) was designed to examine the consequences of using OBB 

in the public sector. Questions in this section were developed and divided amongst three 

main concepts. First, Questions 24-35 were designed to assess perceptions about the 

impact of OBB on decision makmg. Second, Questions 36-48 were designed to assess 

perceptions about the impact of OBB on accountability. Third, Questions 49-58 were 

designed to assess perceptions about the impact of OBB on organisational operations. 

Question 59 sought information about various problems since the unplementation of 

OBB. Question 60 was intended to measure the degree of effectiveness of using OBB. 
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Finally, Section D (Questions 61-67) was concemed with personal information about 

participants and Question 68 involved opinions about the best altemative of 

implementing OBB. Table 4.1 summarises variables and questions in the OBB 

questionnaire for each concept according to the conceptual framework. Figure 4.1. 

Table 4.1: Questions in the O B B Questionnaire Classified by Concept 

Variables in the OBB Questionnaire 

Usefulness of information generated by OBB within budget papers 
OBB concept and overall usefulness of OBB 
Knowledge about OBB and perfonnance measures 

Readership 
Purposes for using budget papers 
Comprehension difficulties 
Usefuhiess of items within budget papers 

Usefuhiess of output performance mformation 

Usefulness of total output costing mformation 

Qualitative characteristics 

Use of performance information 
Performance information preparation and performance audit 
Consequences of using OBB: Impact on 

Decision making 

Accountability 

Organisational operations 

Personal Characteristics 

Question(s) 

1,58, 68 
2 - 9 
12 
13 
14 

10,11,15 

I6a,b,c,d 
17a,b,c,d 
16 c, 17c 
18 and 23 

19 
20,21,22 

24,25,26,27,28,29,30,31, 
32,33,34,35,60 (a,b) 

36,37,38,39,40,41,42,43, 
44,45,46,47,48,60 (c,d) 

49,50,51,52,53,54,55, 
56,57, 59,60 (e,f,g,h) 
61,62,63,64,65,66,67 

4.5.2.1 Development of Questionnaire Items 

An extensive search of the literature in the area of output budgeting and users of 

govemment financial reportmg revealed that there has been very limited research, 

particularly m respect of budget papers and tiie consequences of using OBB in 

Australia. No existmg questionnafre was found to be dfrectly applicable, specifically 

addressing all issues focused on by this study. 

Even tiiough some previous studies focused on testmg tiie relationship between tiie 

usefiihiess of information in fmancial reports and the readership as well as the 

comprehension difficulties (e.g. Epstein 1975; and Anderson and Epstein 1996), these 

studies focused on testmg the relationship of those variables within private sector 

annual reports. None of the studies examined budget papers and addressed the issue of 
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the relationship between the usefuhiess of mformation and tiie qualitative characteristics 

of the information as well as the purposes of using the fmancial reports. 

Furthermore, some previous studies addressed the issues of the consequences of using 

other budgetary systems, such as performance based budgeting (Willoughby and 

Melkers 2000) and program budgeting (Kluvers 2001a). However, the studies did not 

focus on ouQjut based budgeting systems and did not focus on the departmental level. 

Consequently, some questionnaire items were developed or modified from previous 

studies. Otherwise, additional questions were developed as suitable to use in the present 

study based on well defined existing theoretical framework and concepts. 

4.5.2.2 Format of Questions 

Most questions m the questionnafre were shown in closed form, m which the 

respondents were offered a choice of altemative replies. There are a number of 

advantages in using closed questions. First, they are easy to use and enable respondents 

to complete the questionnaire quickly, thus they might attract the interest of respondents 

in answering the questionnaire. Second, there is less chance of losing data due to 

mdecipherabie handwriting or unique spelling (Johnson 2002). Thfrd, quantification of 

the answers is sfraightforward (Oppenheim 1966). Fourth, closed questions enable more 

questions to be asked within a given length of time. Finally, closed questions allow 

respondents to classify thernselves into the categories provided. Nevertheless, usmg 

closed questions is at the expense of not providing relevant data or limiting freedom of 

choice to the respondents, hence loss of expressiveness. 

The use of open questions was minimised for reasons of coding and comparability. A 

few questions used dichotomous scales and categorical scales supplemented with 

"other" as a category option at the end of the question. The majority of questions in the 

questionnafre used a Likert-fype scale. Rating scales are commonly used for attitude 

scales because they facilitate comprehension of responses (Zikmund 1997; Sekaran 

2000; Johnson 2002), and have been used in similar studies (Epstein 1975; Anderson 

and Epstein 1996). A rating scale was used rather than a ranking format because rating 

is less time consuming and easier to perform, especially for long lists of items. A matrix 

format was used in a number of questions to enable comparability of responses to 

different questions and to enable respondents to complete the questionnafre quickly. 
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Nevertheless, the disadvantage of ratmg is that it is possible that different respondents 

might mterpret the scale differentiy. For the preent study, the advantages of using a 

rating scale and a matrix format were judged to outweigh the potential disadvantages. 

To enable systematic measurement, the five point Likert scale was consistently used in 

most questions to elicit the perception of the respondents. It has been recommended 

that, when using a ratmg scale asking for the level of agreement, researchers should 

provide an undecided category for respondents (Nachmias and Nachmias 1996; Sekaran 

2000; Johnson 2002). Therefore, most questions asked respondents to rate the extent of 

their agreement or disagreement using a five point Likert scale anchored at 1 =̂  strongly 

disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = undecided, 4 = agree, and 5 = strongly agree. 

4.5.3 Pilot-testing 

The purpose of the pilot testing was to confirm the clarity and content validity of the 

questionnaire. This process aimed to ensure that the questions would be understood by 

respondents and would include relevant data. A pilot cover letter (see Appendix 2) was 

used to explain the aims of the research and to request comments v^th a view to 

amending the questionnafre in jegard to the fomiat,-the instmctions, the content, and the 

time required to complete the questionnaire. The pilot questionnaire was first pre-tested 

with research professionals, EngHsh language academics, and university colleagues to 

comment on the difficulties of wording, the format and instmctions of the questionnafre. 

In late October 2002, a pilot cover letter together with a questionnafre was sent to eight 

selected people, who had extensive experience in the public sector, especially in the 

area of govemment fmancial reporting and the Victorian budgeting system. Six 

respondents commented on the pilot questionnaire. Specifically, the pilot questionnafre 

was tested in Victoria by two professorial academics in public budgeting and 

accounting; three academics and practitioners m economics, accounting, and 

performance measurement who had extensive experience working m the public sector 

(e.g. who used to be a Victorian department head or public official); and one public 

budgetaiy official currently working at the VDTF. Overall, tiie results of tiie pilot 

testing confirmed that tiie time required to complete the questionnafre was reasonable; 

the questions were clear and understandable; the instructions were easy to understand; 

and tiie questions were suitable for the intended participants. After considering all of tiie 

comments of those participants, modifications to the questionnafres were minimal. 
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4.5.4 Validity of the Questionnaire 

To ensure that the questionnaire used in the present study accurately and adequately 

represented the meanings of concepts, content and constmct validity tests of the 

questioimafre were performed. 

15A.1 Content Validity 

The content validity of the questionnaire was tested by using a pilot testmg of the 

questionnafre as described earlier. The results of the pilot testing confirmed that the 

questionnaire was valid and suitable as an instrument for measuring the perceptions of 

pubhc officials who had experience v^th OBB and who were users of the budget papers. 

There was agreement amongst professionals and practitioners that the measures used in 

the questionnaire were accurately represented and that they adequately covered the 

concepts that had been defined as the relevant dimensions. The questionnafre appeared 

to measure the concepts that it was expected to measure. As stated earlier in this 

chapter, the questionnaire items were developed based upon well defined and accepted 

definitions of each concept from the literature review, i.e. the treasury guidelines and 

the statements of accounting concepts described in Chapters 2 and 3. Therefore, the 

questionnafre was also considered to be theoretically valid. In summary, the review of 

content validity confirmed that the constmct was theoretically meaningful. However, 

due to the subjective nature of content validity, it was perceived as not being a sufficient 

measure of validity. Therefore, this study tested the constmct validity of the measuring 

instrument by using the statistical tools of factor analysis. 

4.5.4.2 Consti-uct Validity 

For this sttidy, the constiiict validity of the instmment was tested using factor analysis, 

which has been used extensively by researchers in developing and evaluating scales 

(Cooper and Emory 1995; Dixon 2001; Pallant 2001). The reason for using factor 

analysis was its ability to assess the degree to which items were measuring the same 

concepts or dunensions and enabling the assessment of the factorial validity of tiie 

questions (Bryman and Cramer 2001). Specifically, factor analysis is a multivariate 

technique that can confrnn the dimensions of a concept and identify which items are 

most appropriate for each dimension (Hafr et al 1998; Sekaran 2000). 
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Before considering the use of factor analysis, the data of this study was tested to ensure 

that die assumptions underlymg the application of factor analysis were not violated. 

Dixon (2001) discussed two assumptions underlying the apphcation of factor analysis. 

First, the data should be non-dichotomous and interval scaled, or data that the researcher 

has specifically decided to treat as interval such as Likert type scale data. Second, data 

should be approximately normally distributed. The data for this study were tested for 

the normality of distribution. The results of the skewness and kurtosis statistics of data 

in this study, indicated that all items relating to the qualitative characteristics of 

performance and total output cost information were normally distributed. Consequently, 

the assumptions of factor analysis were not violated because the data were in the Likert 

scale form and normally distributed. Therefore, the data were appropriate for factor 

analysis. 

Two fiirther main issues needed to be investigated in order to ensure that the data were 

suitable for using factor analysis: the sufficiency of the sample size and the appropriate 

factorability of the data (Bryman and Cramer 2001; Pallant 2001). The reliability of the 

factors resulting from a factor analysis depends on the size of the sample. Although 

there is no consensus on how large a sample should be, there is a common agreement 

that there should be more participants (cases) than variables (items) and the larger the 

sample size the better (Pallant 2001). 

Hafr et al (1998) recommended that factor analysis should not be used for a sample of 

fewer than 50 observations. Nevertheless, most authors suggest a minimum sample size 

of 100 (Gorsuch 1983; Tabachnick and Fidell 1996; Hafr et al 1998). However, 

Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) suggest at least 300 cases for factor analysis. Some 

authors were concemed with the ratio of cases to items rather than the overall sample 

size. Nunnally (1978) and Hafr et al (1998) suggested that a ratio of 10 cases for each 

item would be a more acceptable sample size for factor analysis m order to generalize 

the sample to a wider population. Nevertheless, most authors propose a minimum of 

five cases per item with no fewer than 100 cases per analysis (Gorsuch 1983; 

Tabachnick and Fidell 1996; Hafr et al 1998). A minimum ratio of five cases per item 

was used as a cut-off point for evaluating the adequacy of the sample size for this study. 
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Data relating to the qualitative characteristics of mformation as well as the 

consequences of using OBB were checked for the sample size sufficiency. For the 

concept relatmg to qualitative characteristics of performance information, there were 93 

respondents and 15 items, representing a ratio of 6.2 cases per item. For the concept 

related to qualitative characteristics of total output cost information, there were 93 

respondents and nine items, representing a ratio of 10.3 cases per item. According to 

Gorsuch (1983) and Hair et al (1998) the total number of 93 respondents of this study 

might be perceived as insufficient because it was less than 100. However, the sample 

size was above 50 responses and very close to the minimum requirement of 100 

responses. Furthermore, the ratios of cases per item were above the minimum threshold 

of five cases per item. Therefore, the data of this study relating to the qualitative 

characteristics of information reasonably met the minimum acceptable level of sample 

size in terms of cases per item and hence were suitable for factor analysis. 

In respect to another main concept related to the consequences of using OBB, there 

were 93 respondents and 41 items, representing a ratio of 2.27 cases per item. The data 

of this concept did not meet the minimum ratio of five cases per item and would 

prohibit reliable factor analysis. The sample deficiency could increase the chances of 

overfitting the data, hence deriving factors that were sample specific with little 

generalisabiiity. Therefore, the concept of consequences of using OBB was not tested 

for the constmct validity using factor analysis. However, it was tested for content 

validity and reliability of the constmct. 

The second issue concemed the appropriate factorability of the data. Factor analysis is 

based on correlations among the items. If there are no significant correlations among 

items, tiie data are inappropriate for factor analysis. To assess the factorability of the 

data, two statistical tests are frequently used: Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (Hafr et al 

1998; Dixon 2001; Pallant 2001; Coakes and Steed 2003) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkm 

(KMO) measure of sampling adequacy (Dixon 2001; Pallant 2001; de Vaus 2002; 

Coakes and Steed 2003). The use of factor analysis is considered appropriate if 

Bartlett's test of sphericity is significant with the value of Bartlett's test less than 0.05 

(P<0.05) and the KMO measure of sampling adequacy is greater than 0.7 (Dixon 2001; 

de Vaus 2002). Witii the significant value of Bartlett's test, tiie hypothesis that the 

conelation matrix is an identity mafrix can be rejected, thus factorability is assumed. 
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In other words, there are significant correlations among items. Therefore, the data are 

suitable for factor analysis. 

The results in Table 4.2 revealed that tiie data of this study had both the significant 

values of Bartlett's test and the acceptable values of KMO at 0.776 and 0.750 for the 

qualitative characteristics of performance information and total output cost information, 

respectively. Consequently, the data were appropriate for the use of factor analysis. 

Table 4.2: KMO and Bartlett's Test of the Qualitative Characteristics of 

Performance Information and Total Output Cost Information 

Results 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Samplmg Adequacy 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-square 
df 
Sig. 
Source: Data from survey questionnaire Section B 

Qualitative Characteristics of 
Performance Information 

.776 

600.690 
105 

0.000 
Question 18 

Total Output Cost 
Information 

.750 

314.783 
36 

0.000 
Question 23 

This study employed principal components analysis rather than principal axis factoring 

analysis for factor extraction because it is simpler mathematically; easier to interpret; 

and less complicated but provides a good solution for confirming the correct number of 

factors (Hair et al 1998; Pallant 2001). The aims of using factor analysis were to 

confirm the dimensions of the constmct and most importantly to check whether 

measures constmcted for each dimension were correctly grouped and met the expected 

concepts as theorized. This study used a prior criterion as a method to select the number 

of factors to exfract because it is appropriate to use under the circumstance that the 

researcher already knows how many factors to extract before undertaking the factor 

analysis (Hair et al 1998). Specifically, for the concept relatuig to the qualitative 

characteristics of performance information, there were four factors to be extracted based 

on the concepts in SAC3 with the number of variables being 15. For the concept 

relating to tiie qualitative characteristics of total output cost information, there were five 

factors to be exfracted, based on the concepts in SAC3 and previous studies, with the 

number of variables being nine. According to Hair et al (1998), using eigenvalues as a 

criterion for selecting the number of factors is most reliable when the number of 

variables is between 20 and 50. As the number of factors to exfract for each concept of 
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the quality of infomiation was already known and the number of variables was less than 

20, a prior criterion was appropriate to use in identifying the number of factors to 

extract for this study. 

Further, varimax rotation, the most widely used orthogonal approach (Pallant 2001; de 

Vaus 2002; Coakes and Steed 2003) was employed in clarifying which variables 

belonged to which factors; giving a clearer separation of the factors; reducing the 

number of complex variables; and identifying the variables that were the most 

representative of the factors (e.g. those v^th the highest factor loadmg). 

Factor loaduigs indicate the degree of the correlation between the variable and the 

factor, with higher loading making the variable representative of the factor. Although 

there is no absolute mle as to how high a factor loading should be before a variable is 

considered to be loaded on a factor, there is a common agreement that factor loading 

should not be below 0.30 (Hafr et al 1998; de Vaus 2002). As a mle of thumb, "factor 

loadings greater than .30 are considered to meet the minimal level; loadings of .40 are 

considered more important; and if the loadings are .50 or greater, they are considered 

practically significant" (Hair et al 1998, p.l 1 i). 

For the purposes of the interpretation of the rotated factor, the factor loadmg of at least 

0.40 is considered to be of significant value for the present study. In the case that a 

variable loads more than one factor, the factor with higher loadings is retained because 

it is considered more important and has greater mfluence m representmg a factor. 

However, a factor tiiat has a slightly lower factor loaduig can be retained if the 

researcher has prior knowledge of theory, suggesting that the factor with a slightiy 

lower factor loading would logically be representative of the dimension and is in fact 

more reliable tiian tiie highest loading factor (Hair et al 1998). For this stiidy a factor 

witii a slightly lower factor loading could be retained only when it logically represented 

the dimension based on SAC3, the previous stiidies, or the results of tiie content validity 

fi-om tiie pilot testmg. 
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dU.3 Results of the Factor Analysis 

Factor analysis was performed to test tiie constmct validity of the main concepts about 

the qualitative characteristics of performance information and total output cost 

information because the data met the requirements for using factor analysis as described 

earlier. 

The 15 items of the qualitative characteristics of the performance information concept 

were tested for constmct validity by using principal components factor analysis. 

Principal components analysis revealed that there were four factors with eigenvalues 

exceeding one, explaming 37.4%, 13.0%, 10.0% and 7.6% of the variance, respectively. 

If all four factors were retained, 68.0% of the variance would be explained. These 

significant four factors conformed to the expected four factors of relevance, reliability, 

comparability and understandability based on SAC3. 

To assist the interpretation of the four factors, varimax rotation was performed. The 

rotated solution (see Table 4.3) revealed that all 15 items had factor loadings above 0.4, 

hence were considered to be of significant value. However, there were three complex 

variables, wliich had significant factor loadings on two factors for each variable: item 

18E (the information is a good presentation of the facts without bias); item 181 (the 

information enables me to compare performance of an entity over different years); and 

item 18L (the presentation of the information is consistent over time). 

In regard to items 18E and 181, the factors v^th higher factor loadings were retained. 

These factors met the common requfrement as having the higher factor loadings and 

logically represented the meaning of dimensions according to the theoretical concept of 

SAC3. Regarding item 18L, tiie factor with slightly lower factor loading was retained 

because it logically represented the meaning of the comparability dunension according 

to tiie SAC3 tiieoretical concepts. Specifically, item 18E had a higher factor loadmg on 

factor 3 (reliability) than that of factor 1 (understandability). Therefore, item 18E was 

classified into factor 3, representing the reliability dimension. In addition, item 181 had 

a higher factor loading on factor 4 (comparability) than that of factor 1 

(understandability). Therefore, item 181 was classified into factor 4, representing the 

comparability dimension. Regardmg item 18L, the slightly lower factor loading on 
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factor 4 representing the comparabiHty dunension was retained, because of the logic of 

the question based on the theoretical concept of SAC3. 

Table 4.3: Rotated Component Matrix* for Qualitative Characteristics of 

Performance Information 

QPI 18A 
QPI 18B 
QPI 18C 
QPI 18D 
QPI 18E 
QPI 18F 
QPI 18G 
QPI 18H 
QPI 181 
QPI 18J 
QPI 18K 
QPI 18L 
QPI 18M 
QPI 18N 
QPI 180 

Component 
1 

Understandability 

.470 

.539 

.869 

.799 

.766 

2 3 
Relevance 

.491 

.700 

.878 

.905 

Reliability 

.513* 
.602 
.813 
.785 

.447 

4 
Comparability 

.544* 

.789 

.854 
.412* 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 
* significant factors that were retained to represent the variables (items) 

hi summary, the mterpretation of the 15 items witii four factors conformed to the 

theoretical concept of SAC3. Understandability items were loaded strongly on factor 1, 

relevance items were loaded sfrongly on factor 2; reliability items were loaded on 

factor 3; and comparability items were loaded on factor 4. The results of this analysis 

supported the use of relevance items, reliability items, comparability items, and 

understandability items as separate scales. 

The nine items of tiie qualitative characteristics of the total output cost mformation 

concept were also tested for constmct validity by using a principal components analysis. 

As stated earlier, tiiis sttidy used a prior criterion to select the number of factors to 

extract based on the tiieoretical concepts of SAC3 and previous studies. Five factors 

were extracted for the qualitative characteristics of total output cost informatton: 

relevance; reliability, comparability; understandability; and usability. The principal 

components analysis revealed tiiat if all five factors were retained, 86.1% of the 

variance would be explained. To assist the interpretation of the five factors, a varimax 
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rotation was performed. The rotated solution (see Table 4.4) revealed that all nfrie items 

had factor loadfrigs above 0.6, hence they were considered to have a practically 

significant value. 

However, tiiere were tiu-ee complex variables, which had significant factor loadings on 

two factors for each variable: item 23C (tiie mformation enables me to compare output 

costs of an entity over different years); item 23E (tiie mformation enables me to 

compare output costs of govemment departments agamst private sector counterparts); 

and item 23F (the information is presented in an understandable format). Conforming to 

the common mle, all factors with higher factor loadmgs and logically representmg the 

meanings of dimensions were retained. As a result, the factors with higher factor 

loadmgs of tiie items 23C, 23E, and 23F were retamed, representmg the dimensions of 

comparability and understandability according to tiie SAC3 theoretical concepts. 

Specifically, item 23C had a higher factor loading on factor 2 (comparability) than that 

of factor 1 (understandability). Therefore, item 23C was classified into factor 2, 

representing the comparability dimension. Item 23 E had a higher factor loadmg on 

factor 2 (comparability) than that of factor 4 (relevance). Therefore, item 23E was 

classifiedinto factor 2, representing the comparability dimension. Finally, item 23F had 

a higher factor loading on factor 1 (understandability) than that of factor 5 (reliability). 

Therefore, item 23F was classified into factor 1, representing the understandability 

dimension. 

Table 4.4: Rotated Component Matrix" for the Qualitative Characteristics of Total 

Output Cost Information 

p 

QC 23A 
QC 23B 
QC 23C 
QC 23D 
QC 23E 
QC 23F 
QC 23G 
QC 23H 

L__QC_23I 

Component 
1 

Understandability 

.595 

.692* 
.840 

2 
Comparability 

.666* 
.877 

.648* 

3 
Usability 

.861 

.820 

4 
Relevance 

.853 

.487 

5 
Reliability 

.864 

.476 

extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization, 
a Rotation converged in 10 iterations. 
Component Matrbc: 5 components extracted, 

significant factors that were retained to represent the variables (items) 
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In summary, the mterpretation of the nine items with five factors conformed to the 

theoretical concepts of SAC3 and previous studies. Understandability items were 

loaded sfrongly on factor 1; comparability items were loaded sfrongly on factor 2; 

usability items were loaded strongly on factor 3; relevance items were loaded strongly 

on factor 4; and reliability items were loaded strongly on factor 5. The results of this 

analysis supported the use of relevance items, reliability items, comparability items, 

understandability items, and usability items as separate scales. 

4.5.5 Reliability Analysis of the Questionnaire Items 

Before carrymg out statistical tests, the research instrument was tested for reliability. 

Reliability of the multi-item measiu-es rather than single item measures of the key 

variables hi the questionnafre was tested by using Cronbach's alpha coefficient, the 

most commonly used method to assess the intemal consistency or homogeneity among 

items (Cooper and Emory 1995; Bryman 2001). Cronbach's alpha coefficient was 

selected to assess the reliability of the questionnaire items because it could estimate the 

intemal consistency of an instrument containing items that did not have right or wrong 

marking schemes (no binary answer) and it could be used for questionnafre items using 

Likert scales (Black 1999). 

The present study used an alpha coefficient to measure the degree to which instrument 

items were homogeneous and reflected the same underlying constmct. The value of an 

alpha coefficient can range from zero (no intemal consistency) to one (complete intemal 

consistency). Several authors recommend that an alpha value of at least 0.70 should be 

considered acceptable as the minimum estimation of reUability for basic research 

(Nunnally 1978; Pallant 2001; de Vaus 2002). Moreover, Sekaran (2000, p.312) 

suggested that "The closer the reliability coefficient gets to 1.0, the better. In general, 

reliabilities less tiian .60 are considered to be poor, tiiose m the .7 range, acceptable, and 

those over .8 good." 
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A high alpha coefficient indicates that the items capture the constmct and share in the 

common core of the constmct. In the case of the present research, alpha coefficients 

were calculated for the multi-item measures of the major constmcts of the qualitative 

characteristics of information mcluding the dimensions of relevance, reliability, 

comparability, understandabifity and usability as well as the consequences of using 

OBB, includuig the dunensions of impact on decision making, accountability and 

organisational operations. Table 4.5 presents the reliability results of Cronbach's alpha 

coefficient for key variables used in this study. 

Table 4.5: Reliability Results 

Variables and Dimensions 
Number 

of 
Cases 

Reliability 
Coefiflcients 

(Cronbach's alpha)* 
Qualitative Characteristics of Output Performance Information 
- Relevance (Question 18 a-d; 4 items) 
- Reliability (Question 18 e-h; 4 items) 
- Comparability (Question 18 i-1; 4 items) 
- Understandability (Question 18 m-o; 3 items) 

88 
82 
86 
89 

0.7936 
0.7565 
0.7378 
0.8977 

Qualitative Characteristics of Total Output Cost Information'' 
- Comparability (Question 23 c-e; 3 items) 
- Understandability (Question 23 f-g; 2 items) 
- Usability (Question 23 h-i; 2 items) 

85 
87 
87 

0.7016 
0.8731 
0.7869 

Consequences of Using OBB 
- hnpact on decision making (Question 24-34, 60a-b; 13 items) 
- Impact on accountability (Question 36-48, 60c-d; 15 items) 
- Impact on organisational operations (Question 49-57, 60e-h; 13 items) 

85 
85 

0.8949 
0.8338 
0.8081 

* The conventional value = 0.7 
** Cronbach's alpha coefficient is used to measure the reliability of one concept that comprises multi-item 
measures rather than single-item measures (de Vaus 2002). Thus, Cronbach's alpha coefficients were not 
calculated for relevance and reliability dimensions of the qualitative characteristics of the total output cost 
information, using single-item measures. 

All of Cronbach's alpha coefficient values for the present study were quite high, at an 

acceptable level, witii the values ranging from 0.70 to 0.89. Therefore, according to 

Sekaran (2000), the mtemal consistency reliability of the measures used m tius study 

could be considered to be acceptable. This was to confirm that each dimension of the 

key variables was likely to measure a single factor. 

^'5.6 Ethical Considerations 

Before conducting the mail questionnaire survey, this research was approved by the 

Human Research Etiiics Committee of Victoria University in October 2002. A covering 

letter and a reply paid envelope were attached to each mail-out questionnafre. The aim 
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of the covering letter was to: mvite and encourage respondents to participate in the 

research; explain the purposes and the benefits of the research; assure the anonymity of 

responses; explam the definition of OBB; and provide contact details for those who had 

any queries regarding tiie research project, or would like to receive a copy of the 

summary of the survey results. 

To ensure the anonymity of the responses, this research imdertook several confidential 

strategies. First, all questionnaires and prepaid reply envelopes provided to all 

participants were not assigned an individual identification number. Second, respondents 

were not required to provide their names m the questionnaires. Third, completed 

questionnaires were kept in a secure place under the control of the Victoria Graduate 

School of Business. Only the researcher and supervisors could access the data. Finally, 

the results of this study were reported in aggregated form so that individual responses 

could not be recognised. There were three main reasons of assuring anonymity: first, to 

improve the quality and honesty of responses, especially on sensitive issues; second, to 

encourage participation in the research hence improving the representativeness of the 

sample; and third, to protect the privacy of respondents. 

4.5.7 Survey Procedures 

In late November 2002, the first questionnafre along with a covering letter (see 

Appendix 3) and a prepaid reply envelope (addressed directly to the researcher) were 

sent to 213 public officials across the nine Victorian govemment departments. The 

distribution of questionnaires is presented diagrammatically m Figure 4.2. The 

qucrtionnafres were sent to all of the mdividuals with specific names and titles on the 

envelopes. This procedure was done to ensure that the participants would be the persons 

who were on the recipient list of the 2002/03 budget papers and to facilitate the follow-

up procedure. Accordmg to Wallace and Cooke (1990), a follow-up procedure is a way 

of weakening the resistance of potential non-respondents and tiiree or more mailmgs of 

a questionnaire should be used. The present study, therefore, employed the three 

mailing procedure of the questionnaires for collecting the mail survey data m an effort 

to ensure an adequate response rate to the OBB questionnaire. 
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Figure 4.2: Diagrammatic Demonstration of Questionnaire Distribution 

Mail Survey Questionnaires were sent to 213 people in the 
Victorian govemment departments as follows: 

Secretaries of the nine Victorian Govemment Departments -> 9 Secretaries 

Deputy Secretaries/ Heads/ Executive Directors/ Cliief Executives of 
the nine Victorian Govemment Departments 49 Deputy Secretaries 

Directors (Business Unit Managers), Chief Financial Officers, Chief 
Planning Officers, Chief Economists of the nine Victorian 
Govemment Departments 

-> 100 Directors 

General Managers and Managers of the nine Victorian Government 
Departments who have worked in the Area of Output Budgeting and 
Management, Finance, Accounting, Policy and Planning, and 
Performance Reporting and Review 

- • 55 Manners 

Sources: Developed from information provided by the Victorian Department of Treasury and Finance 
and the Victorian Govemment Directory 2002/2003 (Information Victoria 2002). 
Note: Only 209 questionnaires were successfully delivered. 

As the rettimed questionnafres could not be identified with a respondent, three weeks 

after the initial mail out, another copy of the questionnaire and a prepaid reply envelope 

along with a letter thanking those who had responded, and reminding those who had not 

responded, were sent to all of tiie individuals in the first mailing list, regardless of 

whetiier tiiey had replied or not. Approximately, 10 people confirmed tiiat tiiey had 

already retumed the questionnafres and requested a summary of the survey results. Thus 

they were excluded from the follow-up mailing list. Due to the summer holiday and the 

reorganisation of the govemment department stiiictures after the second mailing, the 

third reminder letter along witii a furtiier copy of tiie questionnaire and a prepaid reply 

envelope was deferred and sent to the non-respondents approximately nine weeks after 

the initial mail out. 

Significantiy, tiie questionnafres were printed in a different color for the first, second, 

and third mail-outs. The completed questionnaires were date stamped and assigned an 

identification number serially upon receipt. The purpose of this was to facilitate the 

classification of the responses into early (first mail) responses and late (follow-up) 
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responses, thus it enabled the statistical testmg of the non-response bias. The results of 

die non-response bias are discussed in Section 5.3. 

4.5.8 Problems with Data Collection 

In accordance with the aims of this research, the population of this research was drawn 

from the recipient list of the Victorian budget papers. Contact was made with several 

staff members, who were responsible for the recipient list of the 2002/03 Victorian 

budget papers at the VDTF. After waiting for around a month with several attempts to 

access the mailmg list of the recipients of the budget papers, advice was received that 

the VDTF could not make the mailing list available for the survey because providing 

the mailing list, including personal information, such as names and addresses, would 

breach the Privacy Act. Nevertheless, the VDTF provided specific positions and criteria 

of the recipients of the 2002/03 Victorian budget papers to the researcher. As a result, 

the researcher could identify the population for this study but without specific personal 

information. There WEIS the disadvantage in not having access to the full mailing list, 

meaning that there may have been some potential participants excluded from the 

population of this study. However, the specific positions of public officials and broad 

categories of the recipients of the 2002/03 Victoiian-budgetpapers were known, thus 

this limitation was minimised. 

The second problem was to get the names and postal addresses of all public officials, 

who were on the recipient list of the 2002/03 budget papers identified by the VDTF. 

Contact was made with the staff working at Information Victoria (the Victorian 

govemment bookshop). It was recommended that tiie Victorian govemment directory 

was the most comprehensive and up-to-date database of public department officials. 

Moreover, it provided names, titles, and contact addresses of public officials across the 

nine departments. Therefore, the Victorian govemment directory was used to overcome 

this problem. To ensure the accuracy of the mailmg lists used in this study, the names, 

positions and postal addresses of all participants on the list from the Victorian 

govemment directory were also checked for accuracy dfrectly with staff members 

workmg m each Victorian govemment department via e-mail enqufries and phone calls. 

As a result, a number of positions and addresses were updated before mailing out the 

questionnaire. 
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The thfrd problem was related to the reorganisation of Victorian govemment 

departments followuig the election in November 2002. During the first mail out nine 

Victorian departments existed. However, during the first follow-up mail out, ten 

Victorian departments were in existence. As a result of the departmental restmcturing, a 

number of public officials in the population changed their addresses or positions either 

within or across govemment departments. As the researcher had indicated the names of 

all participants on the envelopes when mailing out the questionnaire, the researcher 

could follow up the same person. This procedure helped overcome the duplicative and 

redundancy problem of respondents and ensured that the population in this study was 

constant. However, to overcome this problem, the researcher had to make phone calls; 

search updated information (i.e. positions and addresses) through each govemment 

department website; and send e-mails to all govemment departments to find out, who 

had moved, and where they moved in order to update the follow-up mailing 

information. 

In summary, the follow-up questiormaires were sent only to the same people who were 

specified in the first mailing list as holding the position in 2002/03. New people who 

moved and held positions listed as the recipients of budget papers were excluded from 

the follow-up mail because they were not considered to be recipients of tiie budget 

papers m tiie year 2002/03 at the time this study was conducted. 

4.5.9 Data Processing and Analysis 

All rettimed questionnafres were checked for completeness mcluding missmg values, 

ambiguity, and inconsistency of responses. The responses were checked to ensure that 

all the key variables needed for tiie analysis were mcluded in the questionnafres. This 

research followed the recommendation of Sekaran (2000) in tiiat the questionnaires 

contaming 25% or more unanswered items of tiie total items in tiie questionnafre were 

excluded from the database for analysis. In regard to tiie incomplete questionnafres tiiat 

contamed less tiian 25% unanswered items, the blank responses were treated as missmg 

values by the computer program. Moreover, when a respondent provided multiple 

responses to particular questions, they were assigned as missing data or where 

appropriate tiiey were categorised into a code representing combinations of responses. 

Specifically, multiple responses of the Likert-type scale items were treated as missing 

values when entering tiie data. After entering all responses of the 93 questionnaires into 
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the Statistical Package for tiie Social Sciences (SPSS) data file, tiie accuracy of the data 

entry and codmg was manually and visually rechecked by comparing all data in the 

SPSS database to the original responses in the questionnaire. One error in coding the 

data was found and then corrected. As a result, no error was found after manually 

checking the accuracy of the whole data entry again for a second time. 

As stated earlier, tiie key concepts in the questionnafre were tested for reliability of 

questionnafre items by usmg Cronbach's alpha coefficient. The validity of the 

questionnaire items hi respect to the qualitative characteristics of information was tested 

by using Factor Analysis. Three statistical techniques were used to analyse survey 

questioimaire data depending on the aims and propositions: univariate analysis; 

bivariate analysis; and multivariate analysis. 

First, the univariate analysis was performed for all questions contained in the 

questionnaire to describe the statistical characteristics of smgle variables. Descriptive 

statistics used in this thesis include frequencies, percentages, cumulative percentages, 

mean score values, and standard deviation. Responses from the "other" category of the 

open question were coded and grouped into broad categories and reported showing the 

frequency of occurrence. Frequency distributions and percentage analysis were used to 

describe the data in order to evaluate whether Propositions 4, 5, and 6 relating to the 

consequences of using OBB were supported by the survey data. 

Second, this study employed bivariate (cross-tabulation) analysis. Pearson's Chi-square 

test was used to determine any statistically significant relationship between any two 

variables, which were nominal or ordinal scales. Specifically, cross-tabulation analysis 

was used to test Propositions 1, 2, and 3 to determine whetiier there were any 

relationships between tiie usefuhiess dependent variables and each of independent 

variables such as readership, comprehensiosn difficulties, purposes for using tiie budget 

papers, qualitative characteristics of information, and personal characteristics. Also, 

where appropriate, cross-tabulation analysis was frequently used to support the 

discussion for Propositions 4, 5, and 6 relating to the consequences of using OBB. 
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Pearson's Chi-square test at the 0.05 level of significance was chosen because it is 

commonly used m social science research (Siegel and Castellan 1988; Johnson 2002). 

For the present study, if the probability of the Pearson's Chi-square statistic were less 

than 0.05, then the hypothesis that the two variables were independent would be 

rejected. Therefore, it was possible that a relationship existed between the variables in 

the two questions. 

Pearson's Chi-square is a test designed to evaluate whether the difference between 

observed frequencies and expected frequencies is statistically significant. Pearson's Chi-

square test of sigruficance was calculated for all of the cross-tabulations. However, 

cross-tabulations were not reported if the degree of freedom was greater than one, and 

more than 20% of the expected frequencies were smaller than five, or when any 

expected frequency was less than one because of the uiappropriateness of the Chi-

square test under these circumstances (Cooper and Emory 1995). 

For the present study, survey data on the five point Likert scale revealed that the 

responses were generally distributed towards the agree, undecided, and disagree 

categories, witii a very small number of responses distributed towards the strongly 

agree and strongly disagree categories. Therefore, in many cases less than 20% of the 

expected frequencies were smaller than five, rendering Pearson's Chi-square test 

inappropriate. To increase the expected frequencies in order to meet the assumptions of 

the Chi-square test, this study therefore combined the adjacent two categories before 

performing the cross-tabulation analysis as suggested by Cooper and Emory (1995) and 

Miller et al (2002). As a result, data m the highest two adjacent categories and the 

lowest two adjacent categories on the five point Likert scale were collapsed to become 

three categories before performing the cross-tabulations. Therefore, the results of the 

cross-tabulation analysis provided in this sttidy were based on collapsing the highest 

and lowest two categories. 

In summaiy, tiie non-parametiic statistical method, in particular the Chi-square test was 

appropriate to use for testing propositions of this sttidy relating to tiie usefiihiess of 

infomiation for a number of reasons. First, this study did not make an assumption of a 

nonnal disfribution of the whole survey data and the population size of tiie sttidy was 

quite small. Therefore, a non-paramefric statistical method was appropriate to use in 
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these cfrcumstances (Siegel and Castellan 1988; Zikmund 1997; Nomsis 1998). Second, 

the survey data used to test the bivariate relationship are nominal or ordinal scales, 

which satisfy the assumption of Pearson's Chi-square test. Specifically, the bivariate 

analysis rather than muhivariate analysis was appropriated and used for testing 

Propositions 1-3 because the dependent variables for the present study were treated as 

non-dichotomous orduial scales which did not satisfy the assumptions of using 

multivariate analysis such as multiple regression and logistic regression. Particularly, 

whilst the multiple regression requires dependent variables to be an uiterval scale or 

ratio scale (Zikmund 1997), the logistic regression requires dichotomous non-metric 

dependent variable (Munro 2001). Therefore, it is appropriate for the present study to 

use bivariate analysis rather than multivariate analysis for testing Propositions 1-3 to 

identify associations between two variables. Fuially, prior studies examining factors that 

influenced the usefiilness of financial reportmg also used the Chi-square test to identify 

relationships between variables (Epstein 1975; Lee and Tweedie 1977; Epstein and 

Pava 1993). 

Third, multivariate analysis was used when determining statistically significant 

relationships of more than two variables. This smdy applied two types of multivariate 

statistical methods: factor analysis and logistic regression. Factor analysis was used to 

test the validity of items in the questionnaire by confirming the theoretical factor 

stmcture underlying a set of measures. Logistic regression analysis was used to identify 

possible factors that could explain the dependent variable for Proposition 5. Logistic 

regression is similar to multiple regression but allows for the use of a dichotomous non-

metric dependent variable (Hosmer and Lemeshow 1989; Nomsis 1994; Hafr et al 1998; 

Tower 1998). For the present study, the logistic regression was used to identify possible 

factors that could predict the use of performance information because there were more 

than two mdependent variables of interest, and the data were dichotomous and non-

metric. 

The overall goodness of fit of the model was determined by using a Chi-square statistic 

at the 0.05 level of significance. The overall goodness of fit of the logistic model can be 

assessed through a Chi-square and the Hosmer-Lemeshow statistics (Hafr et al 1998; 

Hosmer and Lemeshow 2000; Mumo 2001). A Chi-square test for a change in tiie log 

likelihood (-2LL) value from tiie base model is comparable to the overall F test in 
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multiple regression. The Hosmer-Lemeshow value measures the correspondence of the 

actual and predicted values of the dependent variable. Therefore, a smaller difference in 

the observed and predicted classification would mdicate a better model fit. The Hosmer-

Lemeshow measure shows non-significance, mdicating no difference in the disttibution 

of the actual and predicted dependent values. 

As a result, a non-significant value of the Hosmer-Lemeshow statistic test mdicates that 

the model being tested is robust (Hafr et al 1998). Logistic regression predicts the 

probability of an event occurring. For the model to determine which independent 

variables significeuitly predict the outcomes of the dependent variable, it is required that 

the total cortect percentage is above 50% (Tower 1998). Fmally, tiie Wald statistic can 

be used to assess the significance of estimated coefficients (Kleinbaum 1994; Hafr et al 

1998; Mimro 2001). For the present study, if the estimated coefficients were statistically 

significant at the 0.05 level, the individual variables were significant and were 

interpreted. 

In summary, logistic regression was appropriate to use in this study for several reasons. 

First, the dependent variable was dichotomous and non-metric. Second, the independent 

variables were nominal or categorical. According to Munro (2001), in logistic 

regression, whilst the dependent variable is categorical or dichotomous, the independent 

variables may be at any level of measurement from nominal to ratio. Therefore, the data 

of this study met the requirements of logistic regression. Third, logistic regression can 

operate categorical independent variables easily, while in discriminant analysis the use 

of dummy variables causes problems with the variance or covariance equalities (Hafr et 

al 1998). Finally, logistic regression is a multivariate analysis that can be used to test 

more than one independent variable at the same time. Consequently, it accomplished the 

aim of the study to identify possible factors that could influence the use of performance 

information. 

4.6 Content Analysis 

Although the use of a mail survey would have been adequate to answer research 

questions for this study, content analysis of budget papers was also used as a 

supplementary method. Content analysis was used to assist the researcher to better 

^derstand how performance information in the budget papers was presented over a 
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period of tune and why respondents had particular pouits of view regarding tiie 

comparability characteristic of performance mformation. A mail survey is limited in 

explaining this aspect. 

Content analysis was appropriate for use for this study because fr provided a number of 

advantages. First, content analysis of documents does not involve coUectmg new data, 

thus it saves time and cost. Data to be analysed for the purpose of this study come from 

reliable govemment documents that are publicly available at no-cost. Second, collecting 

data from documents is convenient because it does not require the cooperation of 

individual participants and can be done at anytime. Further, there is no requfrement for a 

large research staff (Babbie 2001). Thfrd, documents are non-reactive, thus content 

analysis seldom has an effect on the subjects being studied and does not rely on the 

memory of participants or interviewers, while questionnaires and interviewmg are 

subject to this deficiency (Caulley 1983; Babbie 2001). Further, Jones (1996) stated that 

due to the lack of obtmsiveness into the processes or phenomena of interest, content 

analysis is usually not confounded by biases that emerge when someone is aware of 

being a participant in research. Therefore, content analysis is a good supplementary 

method to survey methodology. Fourth, the availability of data overtime enables the 

researcher to employ a longitudinal research design and determine the frends of data 

over time (Nachmais and Nachmais 1996; Babbie 2001). As a result, researchers can 

track changes in frequency over time by using content analysis. One of the aims of the 

present study was to examine the comparability qualitative characteristic of information 

over time. Thus, content analysis of documents was an appropriate method for this 

purpose. Fifth, Nachmais and Nachmais (1996) clauned that secondary data used to 

perform content analysis if reliable and accurate, would provide opportunities for 

replication. Bryman (2001) stated that the coduig scheme and the sampling procedures 

of content analysis could be clearly set out so tiiat replications and follow-up studies 

were feasible. Finally, content analysis is easier to use to repeat a portion of tiie study 

than are otiier research methods (Babbie 2001). 

However, major criticisms of content analysis as a research method include a lack of 

generalisabiiity; being too reliant on the researcher's subjective interpretations; being 

affected by the researcher's bias; and being incapable of replication by subsequent 

researchers (de Vaus 2002; Johnson 2002). Despite the limitations of content analysis, it 
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was appropriate to employ because it enabled the development of a longitudinal 

analysis over two years which was one of the aims of this study. To mimmise bias and 

enhance both validity and inter-rater reliability of tiie content analysis results, 

precautions were taken through designing the content analysis procedure as will be 

discussed m Section 4.6.5. Furthermore, due to time constraints; budget restrictions; and 

the availability of staff, the content analysis method was an appropriate method to use in 

this study to supplement the survey findings. The population for the content analysis is 

discussed in the next section. 

4.6.1 Population and Samples 

The aim of the content analysis was to examine the comparability characteristic of 

performance information from the users perspective over time. In particular, the content 

analysis was performed on the corresponding year and with the same Victorian 

govemment departments on which the survey was conducted, so that the results of the 

survey could be compared with the results of the content analysis. 

Cameron and Guthrie (1993) identified two main types of content analysis: static (at one 

point m time), and longitudinal (over time). Several researchers have em.pioyed a 

longitudmal content analysis approach (Boyne and Law 1991; Cameron and Guthrie 

1993; Hyndman and Anderson 1998; Carlin and Guthrie 2001a) or a static content 

analysis approach (Thompson 1995). 

For tile present study, a longitudinal content analysis of the Victorian budget papers was 

uiHertaken over a two year period of 2001/02 and 2002/03. The 2002/03 Victorian 

budget papers were selected for a content analysis in order to be consistent with the 

survey questionnafre which was used to investigate the usefuhiess of performance 

information m the 2002/03 Victorian budget papers. Additionally, tiie previous year of 

2001/02 was selected as the base year for a content analysis instead of the year 2003/04 

for two reasons. Ffrst, at the time when the survey was conducted, the 2003/04 

Victorian budget papers were not published. Second, tiie respondents completed the 

questionnaire about the comparability characteristic of performance information by 

considering tiie year 2002/03 compared to the previous year of 2001/02 rather than the 

year ahead of 2003/04. 
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Eight and nine govemment departments appeared in the 2001/02 and 2002/03 Victorian 

budget papers, respectively. Therefore, tiie population for content analysis was defined 

as all performance measures of the eight Victorian departments m the 2001/02 Victorian 

budget papers and those of the nine Victorian departments in the 2002/03 Victorian 

budget papers. To ensure the validity or generalisabiiity of the findmgs, this study 

analysed the entfre population of performance measures of the nine Victorian 

govemment departments in order to be consistent with the survey which was conducted 

in the nine departments. All performance measures of the Victorian govemment 

departments in the 2001/02 and 2002/03 Victorian budget papers were analysed for the 

consistency of the presentation of performance measures over a two year period. 

The database of performance measures for all the Victorian departments was obtamed 

from tiie 2001/02 and 2002/03 Victorian Budget Papers No. 3 (Budget Estimates). 

Budget Paper No. 3 was used for content analysis because it contained output 

performance information for all Victorian govemment departments. Further, the results 

of the content analysis of performance information in Budget Paper No. 3 were able to 

be compared to the survey results which investigated the quality of performance 

imbrmation contained in the 2002/03 Victorian Budget Paper No.3 from a user's 

perspective. 

For the present study, only the comparability qualitative characteristic of information 

was selected to perform content analysis for two reasons. First, from the users' 

perspectives, tiie comparability characteristic is more objective when performing 

content analysis compared to other qualitative characteristics, namely relevance, 

reliability and understandability. The relevance characteristic rehes upon the 

perceptions and individual judgements of the users of budget papers. As a result, the 

relevance characteristic is subjective to a particular person and might differ for different 

users and in different decision making situations. Therefore, it is not possible to 

objectively know whether the performance measure is relevant to the needs of the user. 

If the content analysis is undertaken, the relevance characteristic has to be judged from 

the researcher's perspective rather than the user's perspective. 
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Similarly, it is difficult to objectively evaluate the quality of the reliability characteristic 

from the user's perspective. This occurs because in most cases preparers of information 

rather than users have knowledge about whether or not there had been a changed basis 

of calculation, whether information contained deliberate misstatements, or whether 

material information was omitted. 

Likewise, the understandability characteristic relies upon personal characteristics of the 

users of budget papers such as educational background and training. Thus, the 

understandability characteristic is subjective to a particular person and might differ in a 

variety of users depending on thefr personal characteristics. In summary, the relevance, 

reliability and understandability characteristics are suitable for content analysis from the 

researcher's perspective, rather than from the user's perspective. 

Therefore, the content analysis was only performed for the comparability qualitative 

characteristic because of the subjectivity of the other qualitative characteristics, that is, 

relevance, reliability and understandability. In particular, the comparability 

characteristic of information over tune is more objective for content analysis from the 

user's perspective because it is possible to observe whether or not the performance 

mformation has been displayed in a consistent manner. 

Moreover, tiie survey data of tiiis study revealed that about nearly half (48.3%) of tiie 

respondents strongly disagreed or disagreed that the presentation of the performance 

information m the 2002/03 budget papers was consistent over time. Overall, 

comparability was the qualitative characteristic tiiat least satisfied budget papers users, 

with tiie lowest mean score of 2.88 on a scale of 1 to 5 compared to otiier qualitative 

characteristics (see Table 5.17). 

In order to provide performance mformation that better meets the needs of users and 

better assists users to make and evaluate decisions, the issue of why users had a 

particular negative perception regardmg the comparability characteristic was further 

investigated in this sttidy. Therefore, a longittidmal content analysis was employed as a 

supplemental method to ttiangulate with the survey resuh and to further understand why 

respondents had a particular negative point of view regardmg the mconsistency of tiie 

presentation of performance information over time. 
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In summary, due to the survey questionnaire data depending solely on the user's 

perception of the quality of performance information, the content analysis method, 

which depends on the researcher's observation and evaluation, was also undertaken to 

validate whether the presentation of the performance information in the 2002/03 was 

comparable over tunc. 

4.6.2 The Development of Content Analysis Worksheets 

Three main types of the content analysis worksheets were designed and developed to 

evaluate the consistency of the presentation of performance measures over a two year 

period of 2001/02 and 2002/03. The first worksheet. Summary of Departmental 

Performance Measure Counts in the Victorian Budget Papers (see Table 7.2), was 

designed to investigate the volume of performance measures data over a two year 

period. This was to provide an overall impression or the trend of the total number of 

performance measures in the 2001/02 and 2002/03 Victorian budget papers. This 

worksheet comprised four main parts: department name; number of performance 

measures in the 2001/02 and 2002/03 Victorian budget papers; change in total number 

of performance measures; and percentage change in total number of performance 

measures. 

The second worksheet. Departmental New Performance Measure Counts in the 

Victorian Budget Papers (see Table 7.1), was designed to examme the number of new 

performance measures resulting from two content analysis methods: the manifest 

content analysis and the latent content analysis. This worksheet comprised nine mam 

parts: d'̂ partment name; total number of performance measures (excluding cost 

measures); number of new measures (nm) as shown under categories of "2000-01 

Actual" and "2001-02 Target"; percentage of new measures (manifest content analysis); 

number of new measures (latent content analysis); percentage of new measures (latent 

content analysis); number of agreed new measures; percentage of agreed new measures; 

number of differences between manifest and latent new measures; and percentage of 

difference between manifest and latent new measures. 

The last type of content analysis worksheet. Departmental Performance Measure 

Counts in the Victorian Budget Papers (see Appendix 4), separating each of the nine 

Victorian govemment departments, was designed to fiuther investigate whether the 
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existing performance measures were deleted or replaced by new measures. The purpose 

of this worksheet was to provide an evaluation of the quality of the comparability 

characteristic of performance information over tune. The worksheet comprised eight 

main parts: output name; number of performance measures in the 2001/02 Victorian 

budget papers; number of performance measures m the 2002/03 Victorian budget 

papers; number of withdrawn measures; number of unchanged measures; number of 

new measures; survival rate; and novelty rate. A data summary results table of the 

survival rate and novelty rate of nine departments was also developed, as reported in 

Table 7.3. 

The purpose of using a standard worksheet to perform content analysis was to guard 

against the selective perception of content, thus enhancuig the reliability of the analysis. 

The standard worksheet for performing content analysis was based on the 2002/03 

departmental stmctures and outputs. In some cases, an output from 2001/02 was 

renamed but its performance measures, including their unit of measure information 

remained the same. In this case, the name of the output appearing in the 2002/03 budget 

papers was used in the worksheets. 

Each output in the budget papers always has Total Output Cost as a cost performance 

measure. Specifically, Total Output Cost is the only one cost performance measure of 

each output, which is reported as the same item every year. For this study, the content 

analysis focused on the survival and novelty rate of performance measures. As the 

number and underlying meaning of the cost measure would be unchanged over time, the 

cost measure was excluded from the calculations ot the survival, and novelty rate. 

Specifically, the cost measure of each output was excluded from the standard worksheet 

Departmental Performance Measure Counts in the Victorian Budget Papers. The 

content analysis did not mclude the number of the Total Output Cost measures m the 

calculations of tiie survival and novelty rates, as this would have skewed tiie survival 

and novelty rate results. The inclusion of the number of unchanged cost measures in the 

calculations of the survival and novelty rates, would lead to higher survival rates and 

lower novelty rates. Consequentiy, tiu-ee types of performance measures appeared in the 

worksheet: quality; quantity; and timeliness. The novelty and survival rates were 

calculated according to the number of these tiiree performance measures. 
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4.6.3 Problems in Developing the Content Analysis Worksheets 

There were several problems m developing a standardised worksheet for content 

analysis. First, there was a reorganisation of Victorian govemment departments, as 

described earlier in Section 1.14. Second, some outputs, which contamed a number of 

performance measures, were transferred between departments. The details of those 

outputs transferred between departments will be discussed in Section 7.3.1. Third, some 

outputs were renamed or restmctured within the same department. Finally, some outputs 

were deleted entirely from the 2002/03 budget papers. Where this occurred, content 

analysis worksheets also included the original outputs that appeared in the 2001/02 

budget. This was done so that the total number of performance measures for the year 

2001/02 could be accurately calculated. 

4.6.4 Content Analysis Procedures 

Nachmias and Nachmias (1996) indicated that content analysis involved two processes: 

specification of the content characteristics to be analysed; and application of mles to 

identify and record these characteristics when they appeared in the materials being 

analysed. Further, Berelson (1952) and Holsti (1969) suggested that content analysis 

should comprise ti>vo qualities: objectivity' and being systematic. Objectivity' means that 

rales are clearly identified to classify the material into categories (Bryman 2001). Being 

systematic means that the application of the mles and the inclusion or exclusion of 

content are done in a consistent manner so that bias is suppressed (Nachmias and 

Nachmias 1996; Bryman 2001). As a result of having these two qualities, anyone 

employmg the same category system and mles should arrive at the same results and 

conclusions (Krippendorff 1980; Jones 1996; Nachmias and Nachmias 1996; Blaikie 

2000; Bryman 2001; Johnson 2002). 

For this study, tiie content analysis procedure was designed to ensure that researcher 

bias was minimised. Blank standard worksheets, the categories, and rules to perform 

content analysis were clearly developed. The content analysis procedure was objectively 

constmcted by setting mles for coding tiiree categories of performance measures: new 

measures, unchanged measures, and withdrawn measures. These rules are discussed in 

Section 4.6.7. For the present sttidy, blank standard worksheets were developed and 

completed by the author. The same standard worksheets and instructions were sent to 

another researcher to independently complete. After two researchers read the 
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performance information in the Victorian budget papers, they mdependently recorded 

the frequency of each category accordmg to the mles. The content analysis results of the 

two mdependent researchers were compared. When differences in the resufts were 

found, they were discussed, judged and reconciled by a third independent researcher. 

In performing content analysis, coding activities, including creating categories and 

assigning data to the categories, is the important part of the content analysis procedure 

because it is a process in which data is systematically organised and classified. Bryman 

(2001) stated that if the coding scheme was clearly defined, replications and follow-up 

sUidies were feasible. 

Babbie (2001) suggested two coding techniques for content analysis: manifest content 

coding and latent content coding. Babbie defimed manifest content as the visible or 

surface content of a communication. Further, he suggested that the investigator could, 

for example, determine the manifest content by simply counting the number of times 

that the word appeared. Measuring the manifest content has the advantage of ease and 

reliability in coding. Moreover, the reader would know precisely how the content was 

measured. However, Babbie (2001) argued that measuring only manifest content would 

have a disadvantage in terms of validity because the imderlying meaning of messages or 

the latent content of the communication was not considered. 

Berelson (1952, p. 18) described content analysis as "a research technique for the 

objective, systematic, and quantitative description of the manifest content of a 

communication." This defmition reveals that Berelson emphasised measuring manifest 

content. Holsti (1969, p. 14) referred to content analysis as "any technique for making 

inferences by systematically and objectively identifying specified characteristics of 

messages". Holsti referred to specified characteristics without reference to manifest 

content Therefore, content analysis can be conducted in terms of latent content. Whilst 

measuring latent content has an advantage in terms of validity because the underlying 

meaning of communications is better captured, it has a disadvantage in terms of 

specificity and reliability in coding (Babbie 2001). Several authors agree that there is a 

trade-off between reliability and validity (McKinnon 1988; Cooper and Emory 1995; 

Babbie 2001). 
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To mimmise the threats to reliability and validity m this study, both latent and manifest 

content analyses were performed for the classification of new performance measures. 

The latent content analysis was performed on the counterparts of the nine Victorian 

departments by comparing the underlying meaning of each performance measure in the 

2001/02 and 2002/03 Victoria Budget Paper No.3. The purposes of measuring latent 

content were to: (1) evaluate whether performance measures in the 2002/03 Victorian 

budget papers, were new measures compared to those of the 2001/02 budget papers 

counterparts; and (2) identify how many performance measures in the 2001/02 budget 

papers, were withdrawn or carried on to appear in the 2002/03 budget papers. After 

analysing the latent content, performance measures were classified into three categories 

and were coded as: new measures; unchanged measures; or withdrawn measures. 

Subsequently, the number of performance measures which were classified by the latent 

content analysis were counted for each of the three categories of all nine Victorian 

departments. 

The manifest content analysis was also undertaken by simply counting the number of 

new performance measures which were indicated as "nm" or "new measure" and which 

appeared under both categories of "2000-01 ActuaT' and "2001-02 Target" in the 

2002/03 budget papers of the nine Victorian departments. Additionally, the total 

performance measures m the 2001/02 and 2002/03 budget papers of the nine Victorian 

departments were counted. The results of the manifest and latent content analyses 

relating to the total number of the new performance measures were compared and 

discussed to identify whether there was a difference in the number of new performance 

measures resulting from the two coding approaches. The results of both the manifest 

and latent analyses regarding the total niunber of new performance measures are 

reported in Table 7.1. It should be noted that whilst both the manifest and latent content 

analyses were performed to evaluate the number of new performance measures, the 

novelty rate and the survival rate were calculated based on tiie number of performance 

measures identified by the latent content analysis. 

^'6.5 Reliability and Validity 

Unlike a survey questionnaire, content analysis does not allow statistical tests for 

validity and reliability m the same way as a survey instrument. McKinnon (1988) 

suggested tiiat it was possible to minimise threats to validity and reliability through tiie 
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research design of the content analysis. To minimise the subjective bias of the coders, 

many authors recommend having more than one independent coder review the same 

material, apply the same coding mstmctions to the same set of data, independently code 

and categorise the same set of data, and fmally compare their subjective experiences of 

coding (Krippendorff 1980; Jones 1996; Nachmias and Nachmias 1996; Ryan and 

Martyn 1996; Blaikie 2000; Bryman 2001; Johnson 2002). A reliable procedure should 

provide the same results regardless of who is doing the analysis. 

If the coders are well trained and the operational definitions of category are clear, the 

coders should have a high rate of agreement in their coding of the materials. Johnson 

(2002) referred to this process as inter-rater reliability, stating that a high rate of 

agreement would provide credibility. Consequently, if agreement is achieved among 

coders or judges regarding the assigrunent of data to categories, reliability is assured. 

Similarly, Krippendorff (1980) referred to the term reproducibility as inter-coder 

reliability, inter subjective agreement, or the consensus achieved among observers. As 

bias can easily occur in the content analysis process, inter-rater reliability is important 

and should be considered when performing a content analysis. This is to ensure that 

unintentional biases are minimised in the categorisation process. Neunark (1983) also 

supported the view that tests of the inter-subjectivity of the coding scheme were very 

important for assessuig the reUability of the content analysis method. 

Krippendorff (1980) stated that reliability could be considered m terms of stability, 

reproducibility, or accuracy. Reproducibility means tiiat a process can be recreated 

under varying cfrcumstances usmg two or more mdependent coders. Further, 

Krippendorff (1980) and Babbie (2001) suggested that replication could be a solution to 

the problem of validity in social research. Nevertheless, Krippendorff (1980) stated that 

communication among coders infroduced errors because commimication frequently 

influenced codmg toward higher agreement. Consequently the lack of independence is 

likely to make data appear more reliable than they are. 

McKinnon (1988) also supported that havmg both researchers work independently was 

a strong counter to observer bias. To minimise the researcher's subjectivity, several 

researchers of the previous sttidies performed content analysis in different ways. Boyne 

and Law (1991) and Cameron and Guthrie (1993) collaborativety worked with 
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colleagues. Hudack and McAlKster (1994) and Ryan and Martyn (1996) used two 

independent coders to perform the same content analysis. Data were independentiy 

examined and coded by the two researchers following the same coding mstmctions. 

Hyndman and Anderson (1995) used three independent individuals who separately 

conducted the same content analysis prior to discussing and agreemg on the final 

results. 

In summary, several precautions were undertaken in the content analysis design of the 

present study in order to ensure the reliability and validity of the content analysis 

instrument and findings. First, this study was concemed about the use of approaches 

such as merely counting the frequency of the presence of particular terms such as "nm" 

or "new measure" in order to achieve reliability. Therefore, the latent content or the 

underlying meaning of performance measure was also analysed to determine the 

number of new performance measures. 

Second, this study was concemed about the use of interpretation by those doing the 

latent coding in content analysis. In fact, it is almost impossible to create coding 

instmctions that do not involve some interpretation on the part of coders. Bryman 

(2001) suggested that this problem was likely to occur when the aim was to code latent 

rather than manifest content. This study therefore used two independent coders and one 

judge in the content analysis process to ensure the reliability of the coding. This 

approach had the advantage of sttengtherung reliability by reducing the effect of the 

researcher's own judgement in the content analysis process, reducing the likelihood of 

enors in the classification, and diminishing bias from the communication. 

Third, content analysis was only performed for the comparability characteristic of 

infomiation because its aspects were more objective and observable from a budget 

paper user's perspective tiian that of other qualitative characteristics. Fourth, this study 

perfonned content analysis on the entfre population of performance measures of all nme 

Victorian govemment departments. Therefore, this study minimised the problem of 

generalisabiiity of tiie samples to the population. Consequently, tiie validity of resutts 

was assured. Fifth, this sttidy established precise mles to classify performance measures 

into categories. Therefore, the mles could be objectively and systematically applied. As 

a result, tiie categories could be used reliably. Finally, the calculation of tiie novelty rate 
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and tiie survival rate were performed to make the discussion regarding the consistency 

of performance information more objective. These processes enabled the same results 

and conclusions to be rq)roduced because the researchers focused on the same issue and 

the statistical formula used to calculate the novelty rate and survival rate were precisely 

and objectively applied. 

4.6.6 Inter-rater ReliabiUty Results 

Jones (1996) and Ryan and Martyn (1996) suggest tiiat a high agreement of the results 

of the content analysis from different researchers indicates tiiat the reliability of an 

instrument is high. For the present study, there were no major differences in 

categorising the data between the two researchers. The inter-rater discrepancy rate 

between the two researchers was trivial at a low level of disagreement of 4.0%. To 

ensure the reliability of the final coding result, the third researcher discussed and judged 

the observations that differed between the two independent coders. This process resulted 

in a reconciliation of all differences between the coders. The results of the initial 

differences in coding between two researchers are reported in Table 4.6. Additionally, 

after two researchers used the same instmctions and standard worksheets to perform the 

content analysis, there was a high degree of agreement about the relative frequency of 

occurrence of the performance measures in each category. This ensured that the coding 

scheme and categories used in this study were well defined. Therefore, the reliability 

and validity of the content analysis instnmient and the results of this study could be 

considered to be high. 

Table 4.6: Inter-rater Reliability Results 

Departments 

1. Department of Education and Training 
. 2. Department of Human Services 
3. Department of Infrastructure 

4. Department of Innovation, Industry 
and Regional Development 

_5. Department of Justice 

6. Department of Natural Resources 
and Environment 

JL^epartment of Premier and Cabinet 
8. Department of Tourism, Sport and thie 

Commonwealth Games 

^Department of Treasury and Finance 
^m^X:- Tot^l 

Discrepancy in Number of 
Latent Performance 

Measures between Two 
Researchers (Pairs) 

1 
1 
6 

1 

4 

9 

0 

1 

5 
28 

Total Pairs 
of 

Performance 
Measures 

39 
134 
106 

59 

124 

99 

45 

15 

81 
702 

Inter-rater 
Discrepancy 

Rate 
(Percent) 

2.56 
0.75 
5.66 

1.69 

3.23 

9.09 

0.00 

6.67 

6.17 
3.99 
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4.6.7 Rules for Performing the Content Analysis 

When comparing the latent content of performance measures between two years, a 

number of mles were applied to classify performance measures into the three categories. 

Specifically, a comparison of performance measures in the 2002/03 Victorian budget 

papers to those of the 2001/02 Victorian budget papers was performed based on a 

number of mles as follows: 

1. If the underlying meanings of a performance measure remained unchanged and 

had the same unit of measure, it was considered to be unchanged. Thus, no new 

or withdrawn performance measures were recorded. 

2. If the underlying meanings of a performance measure remained unchanged but 

its unit of measure had changed, one new and one withdrawn performance 

measure was recorded. 

3. If the underlying meanings of a performance measure had been altered, one new 

and one withdrawn performance measure was recorded. These alterations 

included either the time frames or the scope of the underlying meanings. 

4. If a performance measure had been separated into two or more performance 

measures where each contained a separate unit of measure and statistical 

information (such as actuals, targets, and expected outcomes), one withdrawn 

performance measure was recorded and one new performance measure for each 

of the recently created performance measures was recorded. 

5. In some cases, performance measures had been created by combining two or 

more performance measures from the previous year, and now allowed for only 

one performance measure with one unit of measure and statistical information 

(such as actuals, targets, and expected outcomes). In these cases, one new 

performance m.easure was recorded, and a withdrawn performance measure was 

recorded for each of the two or more performance measures which had been 

combmed. 

6. In some cases, a performance measure was made up of an existing performance 

measure from the previous year with its unit of measure unchanged, but had one 

or more further components of performance measure added to it with a 

requirement for a separate unit of measure information. In these cases, one new 

performance mxcasure for each additional component was recorded, and one 

performance measure was deemed to be unchanged. 
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7. If a performance measure had been shifted to a different type of performance 

measure (e.g. quantity, quality or timeliness), but remained in the same output, 

no new or withdrawn performance measures were recorded and these 

performance measures were recorded as being unchanged. 

8. In the case of an output being renamed, if the items of different outputs were 

exactly the same, with the same statistical figure corresponding between two 

years, the two outputs were combined and performance measures were analysed 

under the aggregated heading of the 2002/03 budget papers. If two or more 

outputs had been combined, but maintained the same performance measures, no 

new or withdrawn performance measures were recorded. 

9. The total number of performance measures for each year was calculated by 

counting performance measures that contamed the unit of measure and statistical 

information (such as actuals, targets, and expected outcomes). Therefore, items 

within one performance measure were included in the calculation of the total 

number of performance measures only if Xh&y had their own unit of measure and 

statistical information. Similarly, a single performance item that contained more 

than one unit of measure and statistical information was counted separately 

according to the number of units of measures present. 

4.6.8 Data Processing and Analysis 

Each performance measure was coded and noted in the hard copy of the 2001/02 and 

2002/03 Victorian budget papers before entering the coded data into the Excel software 

program. The coded data of new measures, unchanged measures and withdrawn 

measure!: were rechecked for the detection of any possible errors. After entering all the 

coded data into the Excel worksheets, the accuracy of the data entry and the statistical 

formula inside each cell of all worksheets was also rechecked. As a result, no error was 

found after checking the accuracy of the whole data entry and statistical formula. 

In tile present study, the analysis focused on non-financial performance information and 

the comparability characteristic of performance information over time. Three statistical 

formula were calculated to facilitate the discussion of the content analysis data: the 

percentage change in the total number of performance measures; the survival rate; and 

the novelty rate. 
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The absolute number of performance measures was counted for the two year period: the 

budget years 2001/02 and 2002/03. Additionally, the percentage change of performance 

measures was calculated by using the following formula: 

% Change in Total Number of performance measures 

= Change in total number of perfonnance measures between the year 2001/02 and 2002/03 x 100 

Total number of perfonnance measures in the 2001/02 budget papers 

Note: Change in Total Number of Performance Measures 
= Number of performance measures in the 2002/03 budget papers - Number of performance measures in 
the 2001/02 budget papers 

Due to the fact that existing performance measures could be eliminated and replaced by 

new measures, the absolute number count of the quantity of performance measures 

alone would not provide sufficient insight into the quality of the comparability 

characteristic of performance information over time. Therefore, calculations of the 

survival rate and novelty rate as proposed by Carlin and Guthrie (2001a) were 

performed in order to provide a detailed picture of the consistency of performance 

measures reported over the two year period. A stable and useful performance measure 

reportmg should provide a high survival rate and a low novelty rate, assuming that the 

performance measures published m the report accurately corresponded to the 

flmdamental activities of organisations. 

Carlm and Guthrie (2001a) explained the survival rate as follows: 

"survival rate quantifies the propensity of performance indicators to persist through several 
reporting cycles." (p. 21) 

The aim of tiiis aspect of the study was to investigate how many performance measures 

in tiie 2001/02 Victorian budget papers survived to be reported m tiie 2002/03 Victorian 

budget papers. Specifically, survival rates for 2002/03 were calculated using 2001/02 as 

the base year. Thus, the survival rate was calculated by dividing tiie number of 

unchanged performance measures by the total number of performance measures of the 

base year 2001/02. The statistical formula for the calculation of the survival rate is 

expressed as follows: 
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Survival Rate (%) 

=__ Number of unchanged measures x 100 

Total number of performance measures in the 2001/02 budget papers 

Carlin and Guthrie (2001a) fiirther described the novelty rate as follows: 

"novelty rate measures the proportion of each year's perfonnance indicators which have been 
newly introduced relative to the reported set of indicators for a given base year." ^.21) 

To be consistent with the survey instrument which was based on the budget year 

2002/03, this study mvestigated how many new performance measures were initiated 

and reported in the 2002/03 Victorian budget papers, compared with those in the 

2001/02 budget papers. The novelty rate was, therefore, calculated using the number of 

new performance measures of the year 2002/03 compared with those of the year 

2001/02 divided by the total number of performance measures of the year 2002/03. The 

statistical formula for the calculation of novelty rate is as follows: 

Novelty Rate (%) 

= Number of new measures for 2002/03 compared with those for 2001/02 x 100 

Total nuniber ofperJSarmance measures in the 2002/03 budget papers 

Note: Number of new measures was derived from the latent content analysis 

As stated earlier, for the present study, the inter-rater discrepancy rate was calculated to 

assess inter-rater reliability by considering differences in the content analysis results 

between the two researchers. These differences included the difference in the results of 

(1) latent content analysis of performance measures in the classification of performance 

measures into three categories: new measure, unchanged measure, and withdrawn 

measure and (2) manifest content analysis in counting the number of performance 

measures. The inter-rater discrepancy rate is calculated as follows: 

Inter-rater Discrepancy Rate (%) 

= Number of pairs difference in the content analysis results between the two researchers x 100 

Total pairs of the performance measures (excluding cost measures) 
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4.7 Summary 

hi this chapter, the research methodology and propositions used for this research were 

described. Multiple data collection methods including a mail survey questionnaire and 

content analysis used in this research were outlined. The quantitative data collected 

from a mail survey questionnafre was analysed using the SPSS program. Content 

analysis was performed to performance measure data collected from the 2001/02 and 

2002/03 Victorian Budget Paper No.3 (Budget Estimates) usmg the Excel software 

program. The problems of data collection, as well as the validity and reliability of both 

questionnafre and content analysis instruments were also discussed. In the data analysis 

section, the purposes of statistical techniques used in this study were reviewed. The next 

chapter presents the univariate results, fmdings and discussions relating to the data 

obtained from the mail survey questionnaire. 
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CHAPTER 5 

UMVARIATE SURVEY FINDINGS 

5.1 Introduction 

In this chapter the response rate and the result of non-response bias from the OBB 

questionnaires will be discussed. A univariate analysis of the survey data is presented 

describing the respondent profiles; knowledge of respondents about OBB and 

performance measures; the usefulness of information in the 2002/03 Victorian budget 

papers; and the consequences of using OBB in the public sector. 

5.2 Response Rate 

hcomputmg response rates. Babbie (1990) suggested to exclude all questionnaires that 

could not be delivered to prospective respondents. From a total of 213 questionnafres 

distributed to staff within the nine Victorian govemment departments, four 

questionnafres were undelivered and retumed to sender by the post office. This 

effectively reduced the population survey size to 209. Nearly half of the distributed 

questionnafres (94 questionnafres) were completed and retumed after three mailings, 

icpresentfrig a response rate of 45.0%. The number of responses of the three mailings 

was as follows: the ffrst mailing provided 57 responses, representing 60.6% of the 

retumed questionnafres; the second mailing provided 22 responses, representing 23.4% 

of the retumed questionnafres; and the third mailing provided 15 responses, 

representmg 16.0% of the retumed questionnaires. One incomplete questionnafre 

contained unanswered items representing more than 25% of the total items in the 

questionnafre and could not be used for testing propositions of this research. Therefore, 

it was excluded from the data for analysis. As a result, there were 93 valid responses for 

the fmal data analysis. 

A review of the survey literature revealed that there were concems about the percentage 

response rate for a mail survey. The unportant argument about achievmg a high 

response rate is tiiat there is less chance of a significant response bias in a high response 

rate than in a low response rate (Babbie 2001). A further question concemed the nature 

of an acceptable and adequate percentage response rate for a mail survey. Oppenheim 

(1966) regarded figures of 40% to 60% response rates as typical. Zikmund (1997) 

considered a 15% response rate to be a low response rate and that 80% to 90% response 
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rates were seldom achieved. Sekaran (2000) suggested tiiat a 30% response rate for mail 

questionnafres was considered acceptable. Furtiiermore, Zikmund (1997) and Babbie 

(2001) recommended that a response rate of 50% for a mail survey could be considered 

reliable and adequate for analysis and reporting. In addition, Oppenheim (1966) and 

Zikmund (1997) recommended that a mail survey could also be considered reliable if it 

was demonsttated that tiie non-respondents could be sunilar to the respondents. 

The response rate of 45.0% achieved by the present study was considered to be 

acceptable for a mail survey accordmg to the views presented by Oppenheim (1966) and 

Sekaran (2000). Furthermore, the response rate of 45.0% is in an acceptable range and 

is not too different from the response rates of mail surveys for government financial 

report users (Adam et al 1989 (46%); Ingram and Robbms 1992 (32%); Schrader 1995 

(49.7%); and Coy et al 1997 (56%)); and public officials' attitudes toward budgeting 

system and performance measures (Poister and Streib 1989 (42%); Wang 1999b (40%)); 

Melkers and Willoughby 2001 (48.5%), Willoughby and Milkers 2001 (37%)). 

5.3 Non-Response Bias 

An investigation of whether or not respondents to the questionnaires differed from 

non-respondents was undertaken in order to ensure that the respondents were 

representative of the population of this study and determine if the mail survey could be 

considered rehable. Oppenheim (1966) suggested a method to examine non-response 

bias by means of comparing early respondents vsdtii late respondents in terms of thefr 

answers to the questionnafres. The common method used to examine non-response bias 

is to compare results between respondents to a first mailmg and respondents to a follow-

up mailing by using the Chi-square statistic (Epstein 1975; Anderson and Epstein 1996; 

Borgia and Coyner 1996; National Survey of America's Families (NSAF) 1999). 

To examine non-response bias, with the assumption that the late respondents were more 

likely to be similar to non-respondents (Oppenheim 1966), a comparison of all 

responses between respondents to the first mailuig and respondents to two follow-up 

mailings was performed to determine if there was any significant difference between the 

respondents of the first and follow-up mailings. Chi-square tests of significance were 

conducted at tiie 0.01 level to compare all responses from tiie first and two follow-up 

"tailings m order to ensure tiiat the fmdings from the samples represented the 
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population of interest. Pearson's Chi-square test at 0.01 level of significance was used 

to examine non-response bias m order to be 99%) certam that sample results were not 

due to chance. 

Overall, the evidence showed that the early responses did not differ significantiy from 

the late responses. In fact, early and late responses were very similar. The only question 

on which the Chi-square test detected a statistically significant difference between the 

two groups was in asking whether or not a corrective action had been taken in an 

organisation when there was a variance between budgeted and actual performance 

measures. There were no other significant differences related to any of the demographic 

questions or any of the mam questions concerrung readership, comprehension 

difficulties, purposes of usmg budget papers, the usefulness of information in the budget 

paper, and other questions relating to the consequences of using OBB in the public 

sector. With the minor difference as noted earlier and the view that there was no 

important non-response bias, the responses to the three mailings could be reasonably 

combined. As a result, the 93 valid responses were considered to be representative of 

the population of this study. Therefore, it was concluded with some confidence that the 

results of this study had generalisabiiity. 

5.4 Univariate Analysis of the Survey Questionnaires 

Tables, where appropriate, contain the frequency (the upper figure) and percentages (the 

lower figure) of responses to the OBB survey questionnaire. The number of responses 

to each question is presented as the frequency. Due to variability in the number of 

responses to each question, the percentages were calculated, based on the number of 

responses to tiie question instead of on tiie total valid respondents to the survey. Where 

appropriate, data from the five point scale were collapsed to observe if this made a 

diff'erence to the results of tiie responses. If the collapsed scale made a difference to the 

findings, tiie difference was reported. Further, the mean scores and standard deviations 

are also provided in most Tables. 
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$.4.1 Profiles of Respondents 

The profiles of respondents are reported m Table 5.1. Most respondents (71.7%) were 

male and slightly more than one-quarter (28.3%) of respondents were female. 

Respondents tended to be in the age group 40-49 years (41.3%o), followed by the age 

group 50-59 years (31.5%). Only 5.4% of the respondents were outside the age range of 

30 to 59 years. The highest level of education that most respondents had achieved was a 

bachelors degree (51.6%), followed by a masters degree (35.5%). A small proportion of 

respondents had a doctoral degree (3.2%); TAFE certificate (2.2%); and secondary 

school (1.1%), as thefr highest level of education. Other educational qualifications that 

6,5% of the respondents achieved as their highest level of qualification were: diploma; 

graduate diploma; post graduate diploma; CPA and post graduate fellowships. About 

half (53.8%) of the respondents had completed formal study in accounting. Two-thfrds 

(67.4%) of the respondents reported having formal educational training with 

performance measures. 

Approximately three-quarters (77.5%) of the respondents have been in their current or 

similar jobs for at least two years. Just over one-third (35.5%) of the respondents 

reported being in their current or similar jobs for 2-5 years, followed by the durations of 

5-10 years (22.6%). Nearly one-fifth (19.4%) of the respondents reported being in thefr 

current or similar jobs over 10 years. 

Two-fifths (40.9%) of the respondents have had their responsibility or principal tasks in 

the fmance, budget and accountuig area, followed by the policy and planning area 

(29%). Nearly, one-tenth (8.6%) of the respondents have had their principal tasks in 

performance review and evaluation. Furthermore, one-fifth (21.5%) of the respondents 

reported havmg their responsibility or prmcipal tasks in other areas such as management 

(7.5%), fmance and admmisfration (3.2%)), a combination of three areas: finance; policy 

planning; and performance review (3.2%)), and a combmation of two areas: finance; and 

performance review and reportmg (2.2%). 
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Table 5.1 Profiles of Respondents 
• : ^ r 

Respondent Characteristics 

Gender 

Age 

Highest Level of Education 

Completed a Formal Course of 

Study in Accounting 

Having Formal Educational 

Training with Performance 

Measures 

Duration in Current or Similjirjob 

Areas of Responsibility or 

Principal Task 

Categories 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Under 30 years 

30-39 

40-49 

50-59 

60 and above 

Total 

Primary school 

Secondary school 

TAFE certificate 

Bachelors Degree 

Masters Degree 

Doctorate 

Others include: 

Graduate Diploma 

Post Graduate Diploma 

CPA (after completing bachelors degree) 
Graduate Diploma and CPA post graduate 
(Masters pending) 
'C\\r\\c\tr\*A 

Post graduate fellowships, equivalent to Masters 

Total 

Yes 

No 

Total 
Yes 

No 

Total 

less than 2 years 

2-̂ ^ "̂ êars 

5-10 years 

Over 10 years 

Total 

- Finance, budget and accounting 

- Policy and plarming 

- Performance Review/ Evaluation 

-Other 
Tntal 

Frequency 

66 

26 

92 

4 

20 

38 

29 

1 

92 

0 

1 

2 

48 

33 

3 

6 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
X 

1 

93 

49 

42 

91 

62 

30 

92 

21 

33 

21 

18 

93 

38 

27 

8 

20 

93 

Percent 

71.7 

28.3 

100.0 

4.3 

21.7 

41.3 

31.5 

1.1 

100.0 

0 

1.1 

2.2 

51.6 

35.5 

3.2 

6.5 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1 1 
1 . 1 

1.1 

100.0 

53.8 

46.2 

100.0 :* 

67.4 

32.6 

100.0 

22.6 

35.5 

22.6 

19.4 

100.0 

40.9 

29.0 

8.6 

21.5 

100.0 

Source: Data drawr. from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section D, Questions 61 to 6 / 
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U.l.l Recipients of the Victorian Budget Papers 

Of 93 respondents, 83 respondents reported that they received the 2002/03 Victorian 

budget papers, representing 89.2% of the respondents. This confirmed tiiat the objective 

of the sampling procedure for selecting the recipients of the Victorian budget papers 

was achieved. Respondents who reported receiving budget papers were fiirther asked to 

specify which budget papers they received. Four-fiftiis (79.6%) of the respondents 

received the Budget Estimates (Budget Paper No.3), followed by the Budget Overview 

(78.5%); the Budget Statement (Budget Paper No.2) (73.1%); and, last, the Treasurer's 

Speech (Budget Paper No.l) (68.8%). It should be noted that the percentages do not add 

up to 100% since respondents received more than one type of budget paper. Table 5.2 

provides details of the responses. 

Table 5.2: Recipients of various Victorian Budget Papers 

Question: Did you receive the 2002/03 Victorian Budget papers? If Yes, I received: (Please tick 
one or more) 
Ranking 

1 
2 
3 
4 

'̂ĵ rgiai 

Recipients of the Victorian budget papers 
Budget Estimates (Budget Paper No.3) 
Budget Overview 
Budget Statement OBudget Paper No.2) 
Treasurer's Speech (Budget Paper No. 1) 

" • ' - • " " " " " ~ ' " ^ " ' ' • • 

Frequency 
74 
73 
68 
64 

279 

Percent 
79.6 
78.5 
73.1 
68.8 

, - , - . . , • • 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 10 

Most recipients of the budget papers (79.6%) reported receiving Budget Paper No.3, 

which contains performance information for each department. This result supports the 

notion that most respondents would be familiar with the format and content of Budget 

Paper No.3 and would be able to answer questions about the usefiilness of information, 

includuig quality of performance mfonnation, contained within the budget papers. 

A minority of respondents (9.8%) reported that tiiey did not receive the 2002/03 

Victorian budget papers. However, of the nme respondents who reported not receivmg 

the budget papers, seven respondents reported usmg budget papers or various types of 

performance information contamed in the budget papers. This evidence revealed that 

even though those seven respondents were not the recipients of budget papers, they 

were still users of tiie budget papers. As a result, there were 91 out of 93 respondents 

who were users of tiie Victorian budget papers, representing 97.85% of the respondents. 

Only two respondents out of the total 93 respondents did not receive budget papers and 
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did not use them, representing only 2.1% of the respondents. It should be noted that the 

two respondents, who reported not receiving and using budget papers, were working in 

the area of finance, budgetmg, and accountmg. Thus, it was assumed that they were 

somehow fanuliar with the format and content of budget papers. The two non-users of 

budget papers were also included m the population of this study because they met tiie 

criteria of being public officials who could reasonably be expected to be able to answer 

questions about the consequences of using OBB in the public sector, which was one aim 

of this stiidy. 

5.4.2 Knowledge about Output Based Budgeting and Performance Measures 

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with statements relating to 

OBB and performance measures on a three point Likert scale. Table 5.3 tabulates the 

results of these survey questions. The respondents overwhelmingly agreed that 

"outcomes are the government's desired or intended impacts on the community" 

(95.7%) and "effectiveness is the extent to which actual outcomes are achieved" 

(87.8%). Four-fifths (80.2%) of the respondents agreed that "efficiency is the extent to 

which resources are minimised for a given level of outpuf. Incorrectly, nearly three-

quarters of respondents agreed that "outputs are products or services produced or 

delivered by a department for both intemal and extemal customers" (74.7%) and "OBB 

means budgeting by focusing on outputs, not outcomes" (72.1%). 

On the other iiand, the respondents overwhehningly disagreed (91.2%) that "financial 

performance information alone, without non-fmancial measures of performance, is 

sufficient to assess whether entities have achieved their objectives". Four-fifths (80.4%) 

of the respondents disagreed that "OBB is a new concept". Furthermore, three-quarters 

(75.8%) of the respondents disagreed that "to construct an output structure for 

budgeting, outputs are specified by directly transferring tiie old program stmcture to the 

new output stiucture". Fmally, two-thkds (68.1%) of respondents disagreed that "tiie 

connection or Imk between outputs and the government's desired outcomes carmot be 

demonstrated and measured in practice". 
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Table 53: Knowledge about Output Based Budgeting and Performance Measures 

Question: To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? 

(For each item please tick the box which best reflects your response) 

OBB is a new concept. 

Outputs are products or services produced or delivered by a 
department for both intemal and extemal customers. 

Outcomes are the govermnent's desired or intended impacts on the 
community. 

OBB means budgeting by focusing on outputs, not outcomes. 

The connection or link between outputs and the government's 
desired outcomes cannot be demonstrated and measured in 
practice. 
Efficiency is the extent to which resources are minimized for a 
given level of output. 

Effectiveness Is the extent to which actual outcomes are achieved. 

To construct an output stmcture for budgeting, outputs are 
specified by directly transferring the old program stmcture to the 
new output stmcture. 
Financial performance information alone, wittiout non-financial 
measures of performance, is sufficient to assess whether entities 
have achieved their objectives. 

Agree 
3 

Frequency 
Percent 

12 
13.0% 

68 
74.7% 

88 
95.7% 

62 
72.1% 

18 
19.8% 

73 
80.2% 

79 
87.8% 

8 
8.8% 

7 
7.7% 

Don't 
Know 

2 
Frequency 

Percent 
6 

6.5% 

1 
1.1% 

2 
2.2% 

5 
5.8%. 

11 
12.1% 

2 
2.2% 

3 
3.3% 

14 
15.4%, 

1 
1.1% 

Disagree 
1 

Frequency 
Percent 

74 
80.4% 

22 
24.2% 

2 
2.2% 

19 
22.1% 

62 
68.1% 

16 
17.6% 

8 
8.9% 

69 
75.8% 

83 
91.2% 

Total 

Frequency 
Percent 

92 
100% 

91 
100% 

92 
100% 

86 
100% 

91 
100% 

91 
100% 

90 
100%. 

91 
100%. 

91 
100% 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section A, Questions 1 to 9 

The criteria for evaluatmg whether the answers were correct or incorrect were based on 

the definitions provided by tiie AARF (1990b); the VDTF (1997b); tiie Commonwealtii 

Department of Finance and Adminisfration (1998); and tiie SCRCSSP (1999), as 

detailed definitions specified in Chapter 1: Sections 1.7.2 and 1.8 and Chapter 3: 

Section 3.2.1. Table 5.4 reports tiie ranking of concepts that most respondents answered 

con-ectiy. The results illustiated that the majority of the respondents correctly agreed on 

the six key terms and concepts of OBB and performance information. 

157 



Chapter 5 Univariate Survey Findings 

Table 5.4: Ranking of Correct Answers 

Ranking of 
Correct 
Answers 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Questions 

Outcomes are the govermnent's desired or intended impacts on the 
commimity. 
Financial performance information alone, without non-financial 
measures of performance, is sufficient to assess whether entities have 
achieved their objectives. 

Effectiveness is the extent to which actual outcomes are achieved. 

Efficiency is the extent to which resources are minimized for a given 
level of output. 
To constmct an output stmcture for budgeting, outputs are specified by 
directly transferring the old program stmcture to the new output 
stmcture. 
The coimection or link between outputs and the govenmient's desired 
outcomes cannot be demonstrated and measiu-ed in practice. 

Frequency 

88 

83 

79 

73 

69 

62 

Percent 

95.7 

91.2 

87.8 

80.2 

75.8 

68.1 

Source: Data drawn from survey questioimaire (2002/03) Section A, Questions 2 to 9 

However, there were two concepts on which most respondents had different opinions 

from the definitions applied in this study as provided by the Victorian Department of 

Treasury and Fmance (1997b) and the SCRCSSP (1999). Specifically, most respondents 

answered the questions incorrectly regarding the definitions of outputs and OBB. 

Details are presented in Table 5.5. 

Table 5.5: Ranking of Incorrect Answers 

Ranking of 
bicorrect Answers 

1 

Questions 

Outputs are products or services produced or delivered by a 
department for both intemal and extemal customers. 
OBB means budgeting by focusing on outputs, not outcomes. 

Frequency 

68 

62 

Percent 

74.7 

72.1 

Source: Data dravm from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section A, Questions 2 and 4 

5.4.2.1 Total Knowledge Scores 

The results of total knowledge scores are presented in Table 5.6. The total knowledge 

scores were calculated based on the correct responses to Questions 2 to 9. Respondents 

who had correct answers equal to or more than four answers out of tiie total eight 

answers (at least 50% conrect answers), were classified as having a high knowledge 

about OBB and performance measures. Only tiu-ee respondents answered all eight 

questions correctly, representing 3.2% of the respondents. Eight respondents achieved a 

total knowledge score of less tiian four or 50% of the total scores, representing 8.6% of 

the respondents. 
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In summary the high knowledge group, with a total knowledge score of at least four, 

comprised 85 respondents representing 91.5% of the respondents. The low knowledge 

group, providing at least four answers and achievmg a total knowledge score of less 

than four, comprised six respondents representing 6.5% of tiie respondents. The 

evidence revealed that public officials commonly have a high understanding of the key 

terms and concepts of OBB and performance information as defined by tiie AARF 

(1990b); tiie VDTF (1997b); tiie Commonwealth Department of Fmance and 

Adminisfration (1998); and the SCRCSSP (1999). 

Table 5.6: Total Knowledge Scores 

Total Knowledge Scores 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

; . Grand Total 

Frequency 
2 
0 
3 
3 
14 
25 
26 
17 
3 

93 

Percent 
2.2 
0.0 
3.2 
3.2 
15.1 
26.9 
28.0 
18.3 
3.2 

lOO.O 

Cumulative Percent 
2.2 
2.2 
5.4 
8.6 

23.7 
50.5 
78.5 
96.8 
100.0 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section A, Questions 2 to 9 

5.4.3 The Usefulness of Information in the 2002/03 Victorian Budget Papers 

The data presented in this section are mostly drawn from Section B of the OBB survey 

questionnake (2002/03) relating to issues such as the frequency of use of budget papers, 

readership, comprehension difficulties, the usefiilness of items and performance 

measures in budget papers. 

5.4.3.1 Frequency of Use of the Victorian Budzet Papers 

Three-quarters (74.7%) of the respondents used the Victorian budget papers regularly 

(at least annually). However, one-fifth (20.9%) of the respondents reported tiiat tiiey 

"inegularly use" and only a small proportion (3.3%) reported that they "never use". 

Almost one-tiiird (29.7%) of the respondents used tiie budget papers as frequentiy as 

daily or weekly, as reported in Table 5.7. 
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Table 5.7: Frequency of Use of the Victorian Budget Papers 
nuestion: How often do you use the Victorian budget papers? {Please tick one) 

Period 

Daily 
Weekly 
Monthly 
Ouarterly 
Half yearly 
Annually 
breguiarly 
Never use 
Other 
Total 

Frequency 
4 
23 
27 
10 
1 
3 
19 
3 
1 

91 

Valid Percent 
L 4.4 

25.3 
29.7 
11.0 
1.1 
3.3 
20.9 
3.3 
1.1 

100.0 

Cumulative Percent 
4.4 
29.7 
59.3 
70.3 
71.4 
74.7 
95.6 
98.9 
100.0 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 11 

5.4.3.2 Readership of Items in the Victorian Budget Papers 

Users of budget papers were asked to rate how thoroughly they usually read various 

items in the budget papers on a five point Likert scale. Table 5.8 displays the results of 

those responses including the mean scores and standard deviation. A comparison across 

every individual item rated as read thoroughly revealed that nearly one-third (30.4%) of 

respondents rated the output cost information as being the most thoroughly read item, 

followed by the descriptive explanation of outputs (24.2%); tiie descriptive contribution 

of outputs to department objectives (23.1%); the statistical performance information 

(23.1%); the descriptive contribution of outputs to govemment outcomes (20.9%); tiie 

Treasurer's speech (18.9%); and, last, the financial statements (11.0%). 

Table 5.8: Readership of items in the Victorian Budget Papers 

Question: How thoroughly do you usually read the following items in the budget papers? 

Output cost information 

Descriptive explanation of 
outputs 

Items in the budget papers 

Statistical performance 
information 
Descriptive contribution of 
ou^uts to department objectives 
Descriptive contribution of 
outputs to govemment outcomes 
Financial statements 

Treasurer's speech 

Source: Data drawn from survey 

Read 
Thoroughly 

5 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Percent 
28 

30.4%, 
22 

24.2% 
21 

23.1% 
21 

23.1% 
19 

20.9% 
10 

11.0% 
17 

18.9% 

Percent 
26 

28.3% 
24 

26.4% 
20 

22.0% 
21 

23.1% 
21 

23.1% 
23 

25.3% 
11 

12.2%o 

Percent 
Frequency 

Percent 
17 

18.5% 
19 

20.9% 
25 

27.5% 
21 

23.1% 
22 

24.2% 
24 

26.4% 

12 
13.3% 

Frequency 
Percent 

12 
13.0% 

16 
17.6% 

15 
16.5% 

19 
20.9% 

20 
22.0% 

20 
22.0% 

Do not 
Read 

1 
Frequency 

Percent 
9 

9.8% 
10 

11.0% 
10 

11.0% 
9 

9.9% 
9 

9.9% 
14 

15.4% 

Total Mean 

92 
100% 

91 
100% 

91 
100% 

91 
100% 

91 
100% 

28 
31.1% 

questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 12 

22 
24.4% 

91 
100% 

3.57 

3.35 

S.D. 

1.31 

1.32 

3.30 1.30 

3.29 1.30 

3.23 1.28 

2.95 1.24 

90 
100% 

2.70 1.45 
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Ollapsmg the highest two categories on the Likert scale (categories 4 and 5), only 

changed the last and second last ranking of read thoroughly and somewhat thoroughly 

by moving the financial statements mto sixth place ahead of the Treasurer's speech. The 

output cost information, however, remamed obviously the most thoroughly read item 

with more than half (58.7%) of the respondents reading it thoroughly and somewhat 

thoroughly. Table 5.9 reports the ranking, frequencies, and percentages of the 

readership of the items within the budget papers after collapsing categories 4 and 5. 

Table 5.9: Ranking of the Most Thoroughly Read Items in the Victorian Budget 

Papers - With Collapsed Categories 

Ranking 
after 

Collapsing 
(scale 
4+5) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Original 
Ranking 

of 
Read 

Thoroughly 

1 

2 

3 

3 

4 

6 

5 

Items 

Output cost information 

Descriptive explanation of outputs 

Descriptive contribution of outputs to 
department objectives 

Statistical performance information 

Descriptive contribution of outputs to 
govemment outcomes 

Financial statements 

Treasurer's speech 

Frequency/ 
Percentage 

after 
Collapsing 
(scale 4+5) 

54 
58-7% 

46 
50.5% 

42 
46.2% 

41 
45.1% 

40 
44.0% 

33 
36.3%) 

28 
31.1% 

Frequency/ 
Percentage 

of 
Read 

Thoroughly 
28 

30.4% 
22 

24.2%. 
21 

23.1% 
21 

23.1% 
19 

20.9% 
10 

11.0% 
17 

18.9% 
Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 12 

The mean scores' ranking results from Table '^^ also reveal that the output cost 

information was tiie most thoroughly r?ad item (mean score = 3.57), followed by the 

descriptive explanation of outputs (mean score = 3.35); the statistical performance 

information (mean score = 3.30); the descriptive contiibution of outputs to department 

objectives (mean score = 3.29); the descriptive contiibution of outputs to govemment 

outcomes (mean score = 3.23); the financial statements (mean score = 2.95); and, 

last, tiie Treasurer's speech (mean score = 2.70). The results of the mean scores' ranking 

were consistent with tiie survey results when collapsing the adjacent highest two 

categories on the Likert scales, where it was found that tiie output cost information was 

the most tiioroughly read item; the financial statements were the second least 

thoroughly read item; and the Treasurer's speech was the least thoroughly read item. 

161 



Chapter 5 Univariate Survey Findings 

To properly understand the meaning of the govemment budgets and spending, the 

financial statements in the budget papers are an essential item. However, tins study 

found that few users thoroughly read the financial statements. Additionally, given the 

fact tiiat the Treasurer's speech was delivered by tiie State Treasurer and usually served 

as an mtioduction and set the tone for how the budget was spent, one would have 

expected that it would be read by most users or would serve as an important item in 

communicating information to users. Unfortunately, this was not the case. Only almost 

one-fifth (18.9%) of users reported readmg the Treasurer's speech thoroughly and a 

quarter (24.4%) of users did not read this item at all. The small number of users who 

thoroughly read the Treasurer's speech is of concem. 

5A.3.3 Purposes for Usins the Budset Papers 

Usmg the four categories provided: "for making decisions about the allocation of 

resources"; "to evaluate decisions about the allocation of resources"; "for accountability 

purposes"; and "other", users of the budget papers were asked to select from these 

categories as many purposes as were relevant to them. The first three purposes were 

those identified in SAC2 "Objective of General Purpose Financial Reporting" (AARF 

1990b) as being the purposes for using financial reports. The last category "other" was 

provided to give an opportunity to the respondents to specify other relevant reasons for 

using the budget papers. As many respondents had more than one purpose for using the 

budget papers, the percentages did not add up to 100% (see Table 5.10). 

Table 5.10: Purposes for Using the Victorian Budget Papers 

Question: For what purpose do you use the Victorian budget papers? (Please tick as many as apply) 

Ranking 

—i-U 
_ J _ i 
_ _ J _ I 

4 

Source: D 

Purposes for Using the Budget Papers 
For accoimtability purposes 
To evaluate decisions about the allocation of resources 
For making decisions about the allocation of resources 
Other 
Total 
ata drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Que 

Frequency 
71 
34 
30 
24 
159 

stion 13 

Percent 
76.3 
36.6 
32.3 
25.8 

The majority of the respondents reported using budget papers for the tiiree purposes, as 

identified by SAC2, witii one-quarter (25.8%) of the respondents using budget papers 

for other purposes. The most frequentiy cited purposes for using tiie budget papers was: 

"for accountability purposes" (76.3%); followed by "to evaluate decisions about the 
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allocation of resources" (36.6%); "for making decisions about tiie allocation of 

resources" (32.3%); and, last, "otiier" (25.8%). 

The result revealed tiiat tiie purposes identified by SAC2 (AARF 1990b) were quite 

adequately reflected in the reasons given by public officials for using the budget papers. 

This conclusion was supported by the last rankuig of the "other" category. Table 5.11 

presents other purposes for using tiie budget papers, and frequencies and percentages of 

occmrence. Obviously the most widely used phrase was "understand govemment" 

(6 occurrences); followed by "understand key initiatives" (3 occurrences); "reference" 

(3 occurrences); "answering PAEC" (2 occurrences); "reconciliation" (2 occurrences); 

and "review" (2 occurrences). The remaining eight other purposes had ortiy one 

occurrence for each purpose. 

Table 5.11: Other Purposes for Using the Victorian Budget Papers 

Other purposes for using budget papers 

- To understand: other departments; the allocation outcomes; general 
information about agency budget activities; budget of relevant agencies 
and key govemment directions; and what is happening in govemment 

- To understand and identify key initiatives; to determine key priority areas 
for implementation of key initiatives 

- Reference: in preparation of output proposals for subsequent budgets 
and production of divisional plans and budgets 

- Answering PAEC questionnaires; providing information to PAEC 
and other miscellaneous enquires 

- Reconciliation with departmental and ERC submissions and to reconcile 
departmental budgets to the legal authority to incur expenditure 

- Review what was committed and only occasionally use budget papers to 
review decisions 

- Reporting to DTF and others 
- Some analyses 

^To assess performance and integration (e.g. coiporate plans) 

- To check my facts in providing financial management advice 
- Generally to identify appropriation bases 
^Memory aide 

provide explanation for knowledge concept 

jlQuarterly revenue acquittal piuposes 

_liotal responses 

Frequency 
of 

Occurrence 

6 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

26 

Percent 
of 

Occurrence 

23.1 

11.5 

11.5 

7.7 

7.7 

7.7 

3.9 
3.9 

3.9 

3.9 

3.9 

3.9 

3.9 

3.9 
100 

Note: As each respondent could provide more than one answer to other purposes for using budget papers, 
thus the 24 respondents who reported using budget papers for odier purposes provided 26 responses. 
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The fmdmg of tius study as to tiie high response rate, witii tiu-ee-quarters (76.3%) of the 

respondents reportmg using the budget papers for accountabiHty purpose, is consistent 

with tiie findings of Alijarde (1997) and Coy et al (1997) in tiiat accountability has been 

identified as the mam purpose of public sector financial reporting since 1985. In 

addition, the significance of usmg budget papers for the accountability purpose found 

by this study conformed to the purpose emphasised by SAC2 for the public sector as 

follows: 

"The provision of information for accountability purposes is an important function of the process 
of general purpose financial reportuig, particularly in relation to public sector entities and non­
business entities in the private sector" (AARF 1990b, para.27). 

It should be noted that the two purposes, namely "to evaluate decisions about the 

allocation of resources and "for making decisions about the allocation of resources" 

attracted only approximately one-third of the respondents. This evidence may indicate 

that information within the budget papers did not quite adequately meet the needs of 

pubUc official users in assisting them to evaluate and make decisions about the 

allocation of resources as proposed by SAC2. 

5.4.3.4 Comprehension Difficulties of the Items in the Victorian Budget Papers 

Users of budget papers were asked whether they had difficulty in understanding the 

items in the budget papers. Exactly half of the respondents (50.0%) or 45 respondents 

reported having difficulty in understanding the items in the budget papers. Respondents 

who reported having comprehension difficulties of the items in the budget papers were 

asked fiirther to specify which items in the budget papers caused comprehension 

difficulties. Each respondent could provide more than one response relevant to them, 

thus the 45 respondents who reported having difficulty in understanding the items m the 

budget papers provided 92 responses to this question. 

In Table 5.12, the items are ranked m order from the most highly rated causmg 

difficulty m understanding. It was found that the financial statement was the most 

difficuh item and the Treasurer's speech was the least difficult item for budget paper 

users. All financial and statistical items were rated ahead of descriptive items as being 

more difficult to understand for budget paper users. Approximately a quarter (24.7%) of 

respondents reported that the financial statement was the most difficult item to 

understand, followed by the statistical performance information (22.6%); tiie output cost 
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information (18.3%); the descriptive contribution of outputs to department 

objectives (12.9%); the descriptive contribution of outputs to govemment outcomes 

(10.8%); the descriptive explanation of outputs (7.5%); and, last, the Treasurer's speech 

(2.2%). 

Table 5.12: Ranking of Difficulty of Understanding Items in the Victorian Budget Papers 

Question: Which of the following items in the budget papers do you often have difficulty understanding? 
(Please tick 
Ranking 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

- as many as apply) 
Items with difficulty of understanding 

Financial statements 
Statistical performance information 
Output cost information 
Descriptive contribution of outputs to department objectives 
Descriptive contribution of outputs to govemment outcomes 
Descriptive explanation of outputs 
Treasurer's speech 

Total 

Frequency 
23 
21 
17 
12 
10 
7 
2 
92 

Percentage 
24.7 
22.6 
18.3 
12.9 
10.8 
7.5 
2.2 

••••'i. 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 14 

5.4.3.5 Usefulness of Items within the Budget Papers 

Respondents were asked to rate the usefiilness of various items within the budget papers 

on a five point Likert scale. According to the mean scores' ranking reported in Table 

5.13, the statistical performance information was the most useful item (mean score = 

3.46), followed by the descriptive contribution of outputs to department 

objectives (mean score = 3.45); the descriptive explanation of outputs 

(mean score = 3.43); the descriptive contribution of outputs to govemment outcomes 

(mean score = 3.37); the output cost information (mean score = 3.25); the financial 

statements (mean score = 3.09); and, last, tiie Treasurer's speech (mean score = 2,75). 

Overall, descriptive items (i.e. the descriptive contiibution of outputs to department 

objectives, the descriptive explanation of outputs, and the descriptive contribution of 

outputs to govemment outcomes) were rated as being more useful than financial and 

statistical items (i.e. the output cost infomiation and the fmancial statements). 

However, tiie results from a comparison across every individual item rated as very 

useful revealed tiiat a quarter (25.0%) of the respondents rated tiie output cost 

information as being the most usefiil item, followed by the descriptive explanation of 

outputs (22.1%); the descriptive contribution of outputs to govemment outcomes 

(22.1%); tiie descriptive contribution of outputs to department objectives (19.8%); 
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the statistical performance information (18.8%); tiie Treasurer's speech (17.6%); and, 

last, the fmancial statements (14.9%). 

Table 5.13: Usefulness of Items within the Budget Papers 

Question: How useful do vou find the following items 

Items in the budget papers 

Statistical performance 
infomiation 
Descriptive contribution of 
outputs to department objectives 
Descriptive explanation of 
outputs 
Descriptive contribution of 
outputs to govemment outcomes 
Output cost information 

Financial statements 

Treasurer's speech 

Very 
Usefiil 

5 
Frequency 

Percent 
16 

18.8% 
17 

19.8% 
19 

22.1% 
19 

22.1% 
22 

25.0% 
13 

14.9% 
15 

17.6% 

4 
Frequency 

Percent 
23 

27.1% 
29 

33.7% 
23 

26.7% 
22 

25.6% 
16 

18.2% 
23 

26.4% 
12 

14.1% 

in the buc 

3 
Frequency 

Percent 
33 

38.8% 
21 

24.4% 
25 

29.1% 
24 

27.9% 
22 

25.0% 
21 

24.1% 
18 

21.2% 

get papers 

2 
Frequency 

Percent 
10 

11.8% 
14 

16.3% 
14 

16.3% 
14 

16.3% 
18 

20.5% 
19 

21.8% 
17 

20.0% 

? (Please tick one box for each item) 
Not 

Usefiil 
1 

Frequency 
Percent 

3 
3.5% 

5 
5.8% 

5 
5.8% 

7 
8.1% 

10 
11.4% 

11 
12.6% 

23 
27.1% 

Total 

Frequency 
Percent 

85 
100% 

86 
100% 

86 
100% 

86 
100% 

88 
100% 

87 
100% 

85 
100% 

Mean 

3.46 

3.45 

3.43 

3.37 

3.25 

3.09 

2.75 

S.D. 

1.04 

1.16 

1.17 

1.23 

1.34 

1.26 

1.45 

Source: Data drawn fi-om survey questionnake (2002/03) Section B, Question 15 

Collapsing tiie highest two categories on the Likert scale (categories 4 and 5), altered 

the ranking of very useful and useful items considerably, by moving: "the descriptive 

contribution of outputs to department objectives" up into first place; "the descriptive 

contribution of outputs to govemment outcomes" down into third place; "the output cost 

information" down into fifth place; and "the financial statements" up into sixth place 

ahead of "the Treasurer's speech" (see T^ble 5.14). The descriptive explanation of 

outputs and the statistical performance mformation, however, remained in the same 

place in second and fourth places, respectively. 

In summary, after collapsmg the highest two categories, all descriptive items except the 

Treasurer's speech were rated as more usefiil to budget paper users than financial and 

statistical items. This evidence was sfrongly supported by the findings of tiie difficulty 

of understanding items (Table 5.12), where it was found that respondents considered 

descriptive items as being less difficult to understand than financial and statistical items. 

Therefore, it is possible ttiat those respondents rated descriptive items as being more 

useful than financial and statistical items. 
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Table 5.14: Ranking of Usefulness of Items within the Budget Papers 

Ranking 
after 

Collapsing 
(scale 4+5) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Original 
Ranking 

of 
Very 

Usefiil 

3 

2 

2 

4 

1 

6 

5 

Items 

Descriptive contribution of outputs to department 
objectives 

Descriptive explanation of outputs 

Descriptive contribution of outputs to govemment 
outcomes 

Statistical performance information 

Output cost information 

Financial statements 

Treasurer's speech 

Frequency/ 
Percentage 

after 
Collapsing 
(scale 4+5) 

46 
53.5% 

42 
48.8% 

41 
47.7% 

39 
45.9% 

38 
43.2% 

36 
41.4% 

27 
31.8% 

Frequency/ 
Percentage 

of 
Very 

Usefiil 
17 

19.8% 
19 

22.1% 
19 

22.1% 
16 

18.8% 
22 

25.0% 
13 

14.9% 
15 

17.6% 
Source: Data drawn fi-om survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 15 

It was clear that the Treasurer's speech and the financial statements were always 

reported as being the least or the second least useful items. Specifically, the Treasurer's 

speech was the least usefiil item when considering the collapsed categories of very 

useful and useful. However, the fmancial statement was the least usefiil item when 

considering the very useful category. For the most usefiti item, the descriptive 

contribution of outputs to department objectives was the most useful item when 

considering the collapsed categories of very useful and useful. However, it should be 

noted that the output cost information was also reported as being the most usefiil item 

when considermg the very useful category. Furthermore, the statistical performance 

information was the most usefiil item when considering the least not useful category. 

Nevertheless the descriptive explanation of outputs was consistently ranked as the 

second most useful item. The descriptive contribution of outputs to department 

objectives and the descriptive contribution of outputs to govemment outcomes were 

always ranked within the highest third of most useful items. 

5.4.3.6 Usefulness of Performance Measures 

A comparison across every performance measure rated as very useful revealed that 

approximately one-fifth (21.6%) of tiie respondents rated cost measures as bemg very 

usefiil performance measures, followed by quality measures (17.0%); quantity measures 

(15.9%); and, last, timeliness measures (13.6%). Table 5.15 provides details of the 
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responses. Further collapsmg tiie highest two categories on the Likert scale (categories 4 

and 5), slightiy altered tiie ranking of tiie usefiilness of performance measures by 

movmg quantity measures into second place ahead of quality measures. However, cost 

measures remamed the most useful performance measure and timeliness measures 

remained the least usefiti performance measure. 

The mean scores' ranking in Table 5.15, also revealed that cost measures were tiie most 

useful performance measures (mean score = 3.37), followed by quantity measures 

(mean score = 3.26); quality measures (mean score - 3.06); and, last, timeliness 

measures (mean score = 3.00). Therefore, the two descriptive analysis methods: a 

comparison of collapsing adjacent responses of the highest two categories on the Likert 

scales and the mean scores' ranking, provided exactiy the same ranking results. 

Nevertheless, the results from the three descriptive analysis methods: a comparison 

across every performance measure rated as very useful; a comparison of collapsing 

adjacent responses of the highest two categories on the Likert scales; and the mean 

scores' ranking, provided consistent results. They all indicated that cost measures were 

the most useful performance measures and timeliness measures were the least usefiil 

performance measures. 

Table 5.15: Usefulness of Performance Measures 

Question: How useful are the various types of performance measures contained in the Victorian 
budget papers? (For each type please tick the box which best reflects your opinion) 

Performance 
Measures 

Cost measures 

Quantity measures 

Quality measures 

Timeliness measures 

Very 
Usefiil 

5 
Frequency 

Percent 
19 

21.6% 
14 

15.9% 
15 

17.0% 
12 

13.6% 

4 
Frequency 

Percent 
26 

29.5% 
24 

27.3% 
16 

18.2% 
13 

14.8% 

3 
Frequency 

Percent 
19 

21.6% 
28 

31.8% 
25 

28.4% 
32 

36.4% 

2 
Frequency 

Percent 
17 

19.3% 
15 

17.0% 
23 

26.1% 
25 

28.4% 

Not 
Usefiil 

1 
Frequency 

Percent 
7 

8.0% 
7 

8.0% 
9 

10.2% 
6 

6.8% 

Total 

Frequency 
Percent 

88 
100% 

88 
100% 

88 
100% 

88 
100% 

Mean 

3.38 

3.26 

3.06 

3.00 

S.D. 

1.24 

1.16 

1.24 

1.12 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 16 
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U.3.7 Frequency of Use of Performance Mea<!ijrps 

Respondents were asked to describe how often tiiey used tiie four types of performance 

measures contamed in the Victorian budget papers: quality measures; quantity 

measures; cost measures; and timeliness measures. The summaries of the frequency of 

use of the four performance measures are as follows. 

hi respect of quality measures, nearly three-quarters (69.2%) of the respondents used 

the measures regularly (at least annually). However, 17.6% of the respondents reported 

that they "frregularly use" and 11.0% reported that they "never use". 

For quantity measures, ahnost three-quarters (69.2%) of the respondents used the 

measures regularly (at least armually). However, 19.8% of the respondents reported that 

they "kregularly use" and 7.7% reported that they "never use". 

In the case of cost measures, three-quarters (72.5%) of the respondents used the 

measures regularly (at least annually). However, 17.6% of the respondents reported that 

they "irregularly use" and 6.6% reported that they "never use". 

Finally, for timeliness measures, about three-quarters (68.1%) of the respondents used 

the measures regularly (at least annually). However, 18.7% of the respondents reported 

that they "kregularly use" and 9.9% reported that they "never use". 

Witii comparing the four performance measures, a common pattem of use of 

perfonnance measures emerged. More than half of the respondents used all four 

performance measures regularly at least quarterly. For the three performance measures: 

quality measures; quantity measures; and tuneliness measures, quarterly was the most 

common period reported by more tiian a quarter of the respondents, followed by 

monthly. Conversely, for cost measures, monthly was the most common period reported 

by a quarter (24.2%) of the respondents, followed by quarterly (23.1%). Furtiier, the 

ranking of performance measures rated as "never use" was: quality measures (11.0%), 

timeliness measures (9.9%); quantity measures (7.7%); and, last, cost measures (6.6%). 

These data suggest that respondents commonly used cost measures more than other 

performance measures. The frequencies, percentages and cumulative percentages of the 

usage of four types of performance measures are reported in Table 5.16. 
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Table 5.16: Frequency of Use of Performance Measures 

Question: How often do you use performance measures contained in the Victorian budget papers? 
(Please tick one box for each item) 

Performance 
Measures/ 

Period 

Daily 

Weekly 

Monthly 

Quarterly 

Half yearly 

Annually 

hregularly 

Never Use 

Other 

Total 

Quality measures 
Frequency 

Percent 
0 

0.0% 
10 

11.0% 
19 

20.9% 
27 

29.7% 
4 

4.4% 
3 

3.3% 
16 

17.6% 
10 

11.0% 
2 

2.2% 
91 

100% 

Cumulative 
Percent 

11.0 

31.9 

61.5 

65.9 

69.2 

86.8 

97.8 

100.0 

Quantity measures 
Frequency 

Percent 
0 

0.0% 
10 

11.0% 
23 

25.3% 
25 

27.5% 
2 

2.2% 
3 

3.3% 
18 

19.8% 
7 

7.7% 
3 

3.3% 
91 

100% 

Cumulative 
Percent 

11.0 

36.3 

63.7 

65.9 

69.2 

89.0 

96.7 

100.0 

Cost measures 
Frequency 

Percent 
0 

0.0% 
14 

15.4% 
22 

24.2% 
21 

23.1% 
7 

7.7% 
2 

2.2% 
16 

17.6% 
6 

6.6% 
3 

3.3% 
91 

, 100% 

Cumulative 
Percent 

15.4 

39.6 

62.6 

70.3 

72.5 

90.1 

96.7 

100.0 

Timeliness measures 
Frequency 

Percent 
0 

0.0% 
8 

8.8% 
20 

22.0% 
25 

27.5% 
3 

3.3% 
6 

6.6% 
17 

18.7% 
9 

9.9% 
3 

3.3% 
91 

100% 

Cumulative 
Percent 

8.8 

30.8 

58.2 

61.5 

68.1 

86.8 

96.7 

100.0 

Source: Data drawn fi-om survey questioimaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 17 

5.4.3.8 Quality of Performance Information within the Victorian Budset Papers 

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with statements relating to 

the quality of performance information contained within the Victorian budget papers, in 

terms of the qualitative characteristics of information identified by SAC3 (AARF 

1990c). The data on the five pomt Likert scale revealed that the responses were 

generally distributed towards the agree, undecided, and disagree categories, vnih. a very 

small number of responses distributed towards the strongly agree and strongly disagree 

categories. 

Overall, a little more than one-third (36.0%) of tiie budget paper users were satisfied 

with tiie quality of performance information contained within the budget papers, with 

anotiier 4.5% of tiie respondents sfrongly satisfied. Conversely, almost one-third 

(29.2%) of tiie budget paper users were not satisfied with the quality of performance 

infomiation, while another 4.5% of the respondents were strongly dissatisfied. Table 

5.17 tabulates the results on the five point Likert scale. 
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Table 5.17: Quality of Performance Information within the Victorian Budget Papers 

Question: According to your in 
statements about the quaUty of £e 
(Please tick one box for each 
statement) 

Relevance 

The information influences my 
decisions about the allocation of 
resources (such as investing or 
fimding approvals). 
The information helps me make 
predictions. 
The information helps me confirm 
my past evaluations. 
The information assists me to 
correct my past evaluations. 
Total 

Reliability 
The information is a good 
presentation of the/acts without 
bias. 
No material information is omitted. 

The information does not contain 
significant errors. 
The information does not contain 

Total 

Comparability 
The information enables me to 
compare performance of an entity 
over different years. 
The information enables me to 
compare performance of different 
govemment departments at one 
time. 
The information enables me to 
compare performance of different 
govemment departments over time. 
The presentation of the information 
is consistent over time. 
Total 

Understandability 
I am able to comprehend the 
meaning of the information. 
The information is presented in an 
understandable format. 
llie information content is clear. 

Total 

(Overall I am satisfied with the 
quality of perfonnance information 
,^22^ed in the budget papers 

formation needs, do vou agree or disagree with the following 
rformance information contained in the Victorian budget papers? 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
Frequency 

Percent 

7 
8.0% 

2 
2.2% 

4 
4.5% 

3 
3.4% 

6 
6.9% 

2 
2.2% 

7 
8.0% 

15 
T 7 /f OZ 

6 
6.9% 

4 
4.5% 

3 
3.4% 

2 
2.2% 

8 
9.0% 

6 
6.7% 

6 
6.7% 

4 
4.5% 

Agree 

4 
Frequency 

Percent 

27 
30.7% 

29 
32.6% 

35 
39.3% 

33 
37.1% 

24 
27.6% 

11 
12.4% 

27 
31.0% 

35 
/)A no/ 
-XKJ. 1 / U 

37 
42.5% 

23 
26.1% 

20 
22.5% 

23 
25.8% 

54 
60.7% 

42 
47.2% 

35 
39.3% 

32 
36.0% 

Undecided 

3 
Frequency 

Percent 

14 
15.9% 

28 
31.5% 

23 
25.8% 

24 
27.0% 

27 
31.0% 

27 
30.3% 

29 
33.3% 

22 
OC JCO/ 

20 
23.0% 

23 
26.1% 

27 
30.3% 

21 
23.6% 

15 
16.9% 

22 
24.7% 

30 
33.7% 

23 
25.8% 

Disagree 

2 
Frequency 

Percent 

28 
31.8% 

24 
27.0% 

21 
23.6% 

22 
24.7% 

23 
26.4% 

33 
37.1% 

21 
24.1% 

11 
1 O OO/ 

1 A . ^ . O / 0 

19 
21.8% 

29 
33.0% 

29 
32.6% 

34 
38.2% 

10 
11.2% 

16 
18.0% 

15 
16.9% 

26 
29.2% 

Strongly 
disagree 

1 
Frequency 

Percent 

12 
13.6% 

6 
6.7% 

6 
6.7% 

7 
7.9% 

7 
8.0% 

16 
18.0% 

3 
3.4% 

3 
'•} r n / 

5 
5.7% 

9 
10.2% 

10 
11.2% 

9 
10.1% 

2 
2.2% 

3 
3.4% 

3 
3.4% 

4 
4.5% 

Total 

Frequency 
Percent 

88 
100% 

89 
100% 

89 
100% 

89 
100% 

87 
100% 

89 
100% 

87 
100% 

86 
1 r\r\c\ / 
1 U U 7 0 

87 
100% 

88 
100% 

89 
100% 

89 
100% 

89 
100% 

89 
100% 

89 
100% 

89 
100% 

Mean 

2.88 

2.97 

3.11 

3.03 

3.00 

2.99 

2.44 

3.16 

3.56 

3.03 

3.23 

2.82 

2.74 

2.72 

2.88 

3.63 

3.36 

3.29 

3.43 

3.07 

S.D. 

1.22 

0.98 

1.04 

1.04 

1.07 

1.07 

1.00 

1.00 

1.04 

1.01 

1.05 

1.08 

1.04 

1.03 

1.07 

0.88 

0.97 

0.94 

0.94 

1.01 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 18 
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A comparison across every individual statement rated as sti-ongly agree revealed that 

the statement, "reliability: tiie information does not contain deliberate misstatements" 

was tiie qualitative characteristic that best satisfied budget paper users with 17.4% of 

respondents, followed by the statement "understandability: 1 am able to comprehend the 

meaning of the mformation" with 9.0%. of respondents. At the bottom of the ranking, 

the statements "reliability: no material mformation is omitted"; "comparability: the 

presentation of the information is consistent over time"; and "relevance: the information 

helps me make predictions" were perceived as being the qualitative characteristics that 

least satisfied budget paper users. 

CoUapsuig the highest two categories on the Likert scale (categories 4 and 5), switched 

the first and second ranking of the best satisfied qualitative characteristic by moving the 

statement "understandability: I am able to comprehend the meaning of the 

information" into first place ahead of the statement "reliability: the information does not 

contain deliberate misstatements". However, at the bottom of the ranking, the statement 

"reUability: no material information is omitted" remained the qualitative characteristic 

that least satisfied budget paper users. 

On the whole, according to the mean scores' ranking, understandability of performance 

information was the qualitative characteristic that best satisfied budget paper users 

(mean score = 3.43), followed by reUability (mean score = 3.03); relevance (mean score 

= 3.00); and last, comparability (mean score = 2.88). The results from the mean scores' 

ranking were consistent with the results from collapsing categories 4 and 5 on the Likert 

scale, in tiiat understandability was the qualitative characteristic that best satisfied 

budget paper users and comparability was the qualitative characteristic that least 

satisfied budget paper users. 

Collapsing the highest two categories on the Likert scale clearly revealed that 

understandability was the qualitative characteristic that best satisfied budget paper users 

because tiie majority of users had a positive perception regarding all three statements 

representing the definition of understandability. In addition, one statement achieved tiie 

highest response rate of 69.7% compared to that of other qualitative characteristics. 

Specifically, most respondents strongly agreed or agreed that: they were able to 
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comprehend the meanmg of the information (69.7%); the mformation was presented m 

anmiderstandable format (53.9%i); and the information content was clear (46.0%). 

Conversely, comparability was the qualitative characteristic that least satisfied budget 

paper users because most users had a negative perception regarding three out of four 

statements representuig the defmition of comparability. Moreover, these three 

statements were ranked at the bottom of the list as being the qualitative characteristic 

that least satisfied budget paper users. Specifically, over two-fifths of the respondents 

strongly disagreed or disagreed that: the presentation of the information was consistent 

over tune (48.3%); the information enabled them to compare performance of different 

govemment departments over time (43.8%); and that the information enabled them to 

compare the performance of different govemment departments at one tune (43.2%). 

However, about half (49.4%) of the respondents strongly agreed or agreed that the 

information enabled them to compare performance of an entity over different years. 

In summary, this evidence reveals that most public official users used performance 

information to compare the performance of an entity over different years rather than to 

compare the performance of different govemment departments. Importantly, 

approxunately half (48.3%) of the respondents reported that the presentation of the 

information was not consistent over time. These survey responses will be compared 

with the content analysis results of the Victorian budget papers undertaken m this thesis 

as a separate empirical research study (see Chapter 7). 

With respect to the qualitative characteristic relevance, about two-fifths of the 

respondents strongly agreed or agreed that the information helped them confirm their 

past evaluations (43.8%) and correct tiieir past evaluations (40.5%). However, almost 

half (45.4%) of tiie respondents sti-ongly disagreed or disagreed that the mformation 

influenced tiieh decisions about the allocation of resources (such as mvestmg or fundmg 

approvals). This evidence was consistent with the findings of tiie purposes for usmg the 

budget papers, where it was found that making decisions about the allocation of 

resources was not a major purpose for using the budget papers. 
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For tiie qualitative characteristic reliability, overall tiiere was no common perception 

across the four statements regarding the quality of this characteristic. For the statement 

"the information is a good presentation of the facts without bias", there was an equal 

response rate of 34.5% for both strongly agree or agree and strongly disagree or 

disagree categories. More tiian half (55.1%) of the responses had a negative perception 

or strongly disagreed or disagreed that "no material information is omitted". On the 

other hand, many respondents had a positive perception or strongly agreed or agreed 

that "tiie information does not contain deliberate misstatements" (58.1%) and "the 

information does not contain significant error" (39.0%). 

5.4.3.9 Use of Performance Information 

A majority of the respondents (77.8%) reported using the performance information 

(Table 5.18). Those who used the performance information were asked fiuHier to 

specify how the performance information had been used. 

Table 5.18: Use of Performance Information 

Question: Do you use performance information? 

P.es'^onses 
Use performance information 
Do not use performance information 
Total 

70 
20 
90 

77.8 
22.2 
100.0 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 19 

Ahnost two-thirds (62.4%) of the respondents reported using the performance 

information for performance evaluation, followed by allocating resources (37.6%); 

setting objectives (37.6%); increasing productivity (16.1%); purchasuig outputs fi-om 

altemative providers (10.8%); and, last, other ways (9.7%). Table 5.19 provides details 

of the responses. It should be noted that the percentages did not add up to 100% since 

respondents had more than one purpose for using the performance information. In 

addition, nine respondents specified using performance information in "other ways" as 

follows: "policy analysis"; "preparation of budget papers"; "quarterly revenue 

acquittal"; "advice to govemment"; "use prior year's information to help constmct 

cunent year information"; "reporting and understanding other departments"; "quarterly 

revenue process"; "accountability"; and "analysis over time of cost increases and 

service charges". 
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Table 5.19: Various Usages of Performance Information 

Question: Do you use performance information? If your answer is "YES", please also indicate how 
performance information has been used. (Please tick one or more) 

Ranking 

1 

2 

2 

3 
4 

5 

1 

Performance Information has been used in: 

Perfonnance evaluation 

Allocating resources 

Setting objectives 
Increasing productivity 

Purchasing outputs from altemative providers 

Other ways 

Total 

Frequency 

58 

35 

35 

15 
10 

9 
162 

Percent 

62.4 

37.6 

37.6 

16.1 

10.8 
9.7 

Source: Data drawn from siu^ey questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 19 

5.4.3.10 Performance Information Preparation 

More than half of the respondents (57.8%) believed that performance information 

should be prepared by management and verified by independent auditors. Almost two-

fifths (37.8%) of the respondents indicated that performance information should be 

prepared by management. Ortiy a small munber of respondents (4.4%) stated that 

perfonnance information should be prepared by independent auditors. Table 5.20 

reports these responses. 

Table 5.20: Performance Information Preparation 

Question: Do you think that performance information should be prepared by: (Please tick one) 

Ranking Performance information should be prepared by: 
Management and verified by independent auditors 
Management 
Independent auditors 
Total 

Frequency 
52 
34 

90 

Percent 
57.8 
37.8 
4.4 

100.0 
Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Sectif̂ n R. Question 20 

5.4.3.11 Performance Audits by Extemal Auditors 

The majority (69.2%) of the respondents reported that performance audits by extemal 

auditors had been undertaken in theu- organisations. Only seven respondents (7.7%) 

indicated tiiat tiiey had not used extemal auditors to conduct perfonnance audits. A 

fiirther small number of three respondents stated tiiat they had not used extemal auditors 

but intended to have performance audits in the fiitiire. The remaining one-fifth (19.8%) 

of the respondents reported that they did not know. Table 5.21 provides details of the 

responses. 
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Table 5.21: Performance Audits by External Auditors 

Question: Have performance audits by extemal auditors been undertaken in your organisation? 

Ran^ng_ 
1 
2 
3 
4 

Responses 
Yes 
Don't know 
No 
No, but intend to have performance audits 
Total 

Frequency 
63 
18 
7 
3 

91 

Percent 
69.2 
19.8 
7.7 
3.3 

100.0 
Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 21 

5.4.3.12 Performance Measures Checked for Accuracy 

Most (75.6%) of the respondents indicated that performance measures in their 

organisations were checked for accuracy. Only six respondents (6.7%) indicated that 

performance measures were not checked for accuracy. Nearly one-fifth (17.8%) of the 

respondents reported that they did not know (see Table 5.22). 

Table 5.22: Performance Measures Checked for Accuracy 

Question: Are performance measures in your organisation checked for accuracy? (Please tick one) 

' Ranking 
1 
2 
3 

Responses 
Yes 
Don't know 
No 
Total 

Frequency 
68 
16 
6 

90 

Percent 
75.6 
17.8 
6.7 

100.0 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 22 

Respondents who reported having performance measures checked for accuracy were 

further asked to indicate how often tiiose performance measures were checked (Table 

5.23). Almost two-thirds (64.2%) of the respondents reported having performance 

measures checked for accuracy at least quarterly. About two-fifths (38.8%) of the 

respondents indicated that performance measures were checked for accuracy at least 

monthly. 

Table 5.23: Frequency of Checking of Performance Measures for Accuracy 

Question: Are performance measures in your organisation checked for accuracy? If your answer is 
YES", please also indicate how often they are checked, (ffegye tick one) 

. Period 
JJail>^ 
_Weekly^^ 
Monthlj^ 
^ l̂arterly 
Annually 
Other 

|Ŝ _̂ 

Frequency 
0 
1 

25 
17 
20 
4 
67 

Valid Percent 
0.0 
1.5 

37.3 
25.4 
29.9 
6.0 

100.0 

Cumulative Percent 
0.0 
1.5 

38.8 
64.2 
94.1 
100.0 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 22 
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U.3.13 Quality of Total Output Cost Information in the Victorian Budset Papers 

Respondents were asked whether tiiey agreed or disagreed with statements relatmg to 

the quality of total output cost information contained within the Victorian budget 

papers, based on the qualitative characteristics of information proposed by SAC3 

(AARF 1990c) and the usability characteristic. Table 5.24 tabulates the results on the 

five point Likert scale. The data on tiie five point Likert scale illustiate that the 

responses were generally distributed towards the agree, undecided, and disagree 

categories, with a very small number of responses distributed towards the strongly 

agree and strongly disagree categories. 

Approximately one-third of the responses to the question "Overall, I am satisfied with 

the quality of output cost information contained in the budget papers" was almost 

equally distiibuted among the three categories: undecided (34.5%); strongly disagree or 

disagree (33.3%); and strongly agree or agree (32.2%). Therefore, there is no dominant 

perception on whether the users of the budget papers were satisfied or dissatisfied with 

the overall quality of the total output cost information contained within the budget 

papers. 

A comparison across all individual statements rated as strongly agree revealed that the 

statement "relevance: the information is essential and influences my decisions about the 

allocation of resources (such as fimdmg approvals)" was the qualitative characte ristic 

that best satisfied budget paper users with 7.1% of respondents, followed by the 

statement "reliability: the mformation does not contain significant errors" with 5.7% of 

respondents. At the bottom of the ranking, two statements representing comparability 

and usability were viewed as being the characteristics that least satisfied budget paper 

users. Specifically, none (0.0%)) of tiie respondents sti-ongly agreed that: "the 

information enabled them to compare output costs of govemment departments against 

private sector counterparts"; and "the total output cost" mformation (without tiie cost 

per unit measure) was sufficient to make budget allocation decisions". 
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Table 5.24: Quality of Total Output Cost Information within the Victorian Budget Papers 

Question: According to your information needs, do you agree or disagree with the following statements 
about the quality of "TOTAL output cost" information provided in the Victorian Budget Estimates 
(Budget Paper NoJ3)? (Please tick one box for each statement) 

\ ^ 'Relevance 
The information is essential and 
influences my decisions about the 
allocation of resources (such as 
funding approvals). 

Reliability 
The information does not contain 
significant errors. 

Comparability 
The information enables me to 
compare output costs of an entity 
over different years. 
The mfonnation enables me to 
compare output costs oi different 
govemment departments. 
The information enables me to 
compare output costs of 
mvernment departments against 
private sector counterparts. 
flotal 

Understandability 
The information is presented in an 
understandable format. 
I am able to comprehend the 
meaning of the information. 
Total 

; Usability 
The information is usable for 
making decisions, without the need 
for any additional calculations or 
adjustments. 
The "total output cost" information 
(without the cost per unit measure) 
is sufficient to make budget 
allocation decisions. 

Total 

Overall, 1 am satisfied with the 
quality of output cost information 
contained in the budget papers. 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
Frequency 

Percent 

6 
7.1% 

5 
5.7% 

4 
4.7% 

2 
2.3% 

0 
0.0% 

2 
2.3% 

4 
4.6% 

2 
2.3% 

0 
0.0% 

3 
3.4% 

Agree 

4 
Frequency 

Percent 

25 
29.4% 

33 
37.9% 

34 
39.5% 

25 
29.1% 

6 
7.0% 

49 
56.3% 

55 
63.2% 

16 
18.4% 

14 
16.1% 

25 
28.7% 

Undecided 

3 
Frequency 

Percent 

20 
23.5% 

30 
34.5% 

19 
22.1% 

23 
26.7% 

21 
24.4% 

20 
23.0% 

17 
19.5%. 

24 
z7.6% 

17 
19.5% 

30 
34.5% 

Disagree 

2 
Frequency 

Percent 

26 
30.6% 

16 
18.4% 

23 
26.7% 

29 
33.7% 

39 
45.3% 

10 
11.5% 

8 
9.2% 

31 
35.6% 

37 
42.5% 

21 
24.1% 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 
Frequency 

Percent 

8 
9.4% 

3 
3.4% 

6 
7.0% 

7 
8.1% 

20 
23.3% 

6 
6.9% 

3 
3.4% 

14 
16.1% 

19 
21.8% 

8 
9.2% 

Total 

Frequency 
Percent 

85 
100% 

87 
100% 

86 
100% 

86 
100% 

86 
100% 

87 
100% 

87 
100% 

. - : « . . , • - • ' - . 

87 
100% 

87 
100% 

87 
100%, 

Mean 

2.94 

3.24 

3.08 

2.84 

2.15 

2.69 

3.36 

3.56 

3.46 

2.55 

2.30 

2.43 

2.93 

S.D. 

1.13 

0.94 

1.07 

1.02 

0.86 

1.06 

0.96 

0.86 

0.92 

1.04 

0.99 

1.02 

1.02 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section B, Question 23 
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Collapsing categories 4 and 5 on the Likert scale, altered the ranking considerably by 

moving tiie statement **understandability: I am able to comprehend the meaiung of the 

information" mto first place as being the qualitative characteristic that best satisfied 

budget paper users wth 67.8% of respondents, followed by the statement 

"understandability: the information is presented in an understandable format" with 

58.6% of respondents of that view. However, at the bottom of the ranking, the 

statement: "comparability: the information enables me to compare output costs of 

govemment departments against private sector counterparts" remained the qualitative 

characteristic that least satisfied budget paper users, and the statement "usability: "the 

total output cost" information (without the cost per unit measure) is sufficient to make 

budget allocation decisions" became the second last ranking. 

On the whole, according to the mean scores' ranking, understandability of the total 

output cost information was the qualitative characteristic that best satisfied budget paper 

users (mean score = 3.46), followed by reliability (mean score = 3.24); relevance (mean 

score = 2.94); comparability (mean score = 2.69); and last, usability (mean score = 

2.43). The results from the mean scores' ranking were consistent with the results from 

collapsing the highest two adjacent categories on the Likert scale. Whilst it was found 

that understandability was the qualitative characteristic that best satisfied budget paper 

users, the comparability and usability characteristics were perceived as bemg less 

satisfactory. Whilst most respondents tended to have a positive perception or agreed 

with statements representing the qualities of understandability, they tended to have a 

negative perception or disagreed with statements representing the qualities of usability 

and comparability. 

Obviously, understandability was the qualitative characteristic that best satisfied budget 

paper users because the majority of users had a positive perception regardmg both 

statements representmg the definition of understandability. Specifically, the majority of 

respondents strongly agreed or agreed that: they were able to comprehend the meaning 

of tiie information" (67.8%); and that the mfonnation was presented in an 

understandable format (58.6%). It should be noted that only the two statements 

representing tiie definition of understandability achieved agreement from more than half 

of respondents, witii one of these statements achieving the highest response rate of 

67.8%. No otiier statements achieved such a high level of agreement. 
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Conversely, usability could be perceived as bemg the least satisfactory characteristics. 

Most respondents had a negative perception regarding both statements representmg the 

defmition of usability. More than half of the respondents strongly disagreed or 

disagreed that: "the information was usable for making decisions, without the need for 

any additional calculations or adjustments" (51.7%) and "the "total output cost" 

information (without the cost per unit measure) was sufficient to make budget allocation 

decisions" (64.3%). This evidence revealed that the majority of users regarded the cost 

per unit measure, rather than the total output cost information, as important in making 

budget allocation decisions. As the cost per unit measure was not available in the budget 

papers, it was likely that budget paper users needed to make additional calculations 

before using tiie total output cost information to make budget allocation decisions. 

With respect to the qualitative characteristic comparability, the majority of users 

strongly disagreed or disagreed that "the information enabled them to compare output 

costs of govemment departments against private sector counterparts" (68.6%). Further, 

about two-fifths (41.8%) of the respondents strongly disagreed or disagreed that "the 

information enabled them to compare output costs of different govemment 

departments". Nevertheless, many respondents (44.2%) strongly agreed or agreed that 

"the information enables them to compare performance of an entity over different 

years". 

For the qualitative characteristic reliability, two-fifths (43.6%) of the respondents 

strongly agreed or agreed that the information did not contain sigrtificant errors. This 

finding was similar to the findings from the perceived quality of performance 

information in the budget papers, where about two-fifths of the respondents perceived 

that performance information did not contain significant errors. 

With respect to the qualitative characteristic relevance, two-fifths (40.0%) of 

respondents sti-ongly disagreed or disagreed that tiie information was essential and 

influenced tiieh decisions about the allocation of resources (such as fimdmg approvals). 

This finding was consistent with the findings from the perceived quality of performance 

information in the budget papers and the purposes for using the budget papers, where 

most respondents indicated that performance information did not influence decisions 

about tiie allocation of resources, and tiiat making decisions about the allocation of 
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resources was not a major purpose for usmg the budget papers. This confirmed that 

perfonnance mformation, in particular the total output cost information, did not 

influence decisions about the allocation of resources. 

5.4.4 The Consequences of Using OBB in the Public Sector 

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with statements relating to 

the consequences of using OBB in three areas: decision making; accountability and 

organisational operations. Overall, data on the five point Likert scale revealed that the 

responses were generally distributed towards the agree, undecided, and disagree 

categories, with a very small number of responses distributed towards the strongly 

agree and strongly disagree categories. 

For the meaningfiil interpretation of tiie data in order to get a broader view of whether 

respondents had a positive or negative perception to a particular question together with 

the space limitation for discussing the data, this section will mainly provide the results 

of collapsing the highest two adjacent categories on the Likert scale, instead of the 

results of the individual category. The consequences of OBB in each area will be 

discussed in the next section. 

5.4.4.1 The Consequences of Using OBB on Decision Making 

On the whole, this study found that OBB was not significantly useful in improving 

decision making in the public sector, with the mean score value on a scale of 1 to 5 

bemg 3.15. Table 5.25 provides the results of OBB on decision making on the five point 

Likert scale and the total mean score as follows. 
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Table 5.25: The Consequences of Using OBB on Decision Making 

Question: To what extent do you agree or disagree vnth each of the following statements? 
(Please tick one box for each statement) 

Decision Making 

The use of OBB results 
in the reallocation of 
resources. 
Management now focuses 
more on outputs than the 
use of resources. 
OBB increases my 
awareness of cost 
OBB improves cost control 

The use of OBB leads to 
cost cutting and cost saving. 
OBB allows assessment of 
long-term fmancial 
implications. 
The use of OBB enhances 
long-term plarming. 
OBB facilitates in 
classifying expenditures 
so as to identify the direct 
costs. 
OBB provides a means of 
estimating the cost 
consequences of expanding 
or contracting any outputs. 
Output structure provides a 
clearer idea about the costs 
of products and services 
than/JTO âm structiu-e. 
The use of OBB encomages 
the use of cost/benefit 
analysis. 
T o t a l "•• " 

Source: Data drawn from sm 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
Frequency 

Percent 

3 
3.3% 

7 
7.9% 

7 
7.7% 

5 
5.6% 

3 
3.3%. 

2 
2.2%. 

5 
5.6% 

5 
5.5% 

5 
5.6% 

9 
9.9% 

6 
6.6%. 

-vey questic 

Agree 
4 

Frequency 
Percent 

33 
36.7% 

37 
41.6% 

50 
54.9% 

26 
28.9% 

15 
16.5% 

33 
36.3% 

36 
40.0% 

36 
39.6% 

44 
48.9% 

35 
38.5% 

34 
37.4% 

)imaire (2002 

Undecided 
3 

Frequency 
Percent 

15 
16.7% 

15 
16.9% 

20 
22.0% 

30 
33.3% 

32 
35.2% 

28 
30.8% 

27 
30.0% 

25 
27.5% 

23 
25.6% 

28 
30.8% 

21 
23.1% 

/03) Sectioi 

Disagree 
2 

Frequency 
Percent 

34 
37.8% 

25 
28.1% 

10 
11.0% 

26 
28.9% 

35 
38.5% 

24 
26.4% 

18 
20.0% 

20 
22.0% 

15 
16.7% 

15 
16.5% 

24 
26.4% 

1C, Questi( 

Strong 
Disagree 

1 
Frequency 

Percent 

5 
5.6% 

5 
5.6% 

4 
4.4% 

3 
3.3% 

6 
6.6% 

4 
4.4% 

4 
4.4% 

5 
5.5% 

3 
3.3% 

4 
4.4% 

6 
6.6% 

3ns 24 to 3-3 

Total 

Frequency 
Percent 

90 
100% 

89 
100% 

91 
100% 

90 
100% 

91 
100% 

91 
100% 

90 
100% 

91 
100% 

90 
100% 

91 
100% 

91 
100% 

Mean 

2.94 

3.18 

3.51 

3.04 

2.71 

3.05 

3.22 

3.18 

3.37 

3.33 

3.11 

3.15 

S.D. 

1.05 

1.10 

0.95 

0.97 

0.93 

0.95 

0.98 

1.02 

0.94 

1.01 

1.08 

1.02 

Collapsmg tiie highest two categories on the Likert scale (see Table 5.26) illustrated that 

a majority of respondents rated the statement "OBB increases my awareness of cost" as 

being tiie most highly rated impact of usmg OBB for decision makmg (with 62.6% of 

respondents). At the bottom of the ranking, the statement "the use of OBB leads to cost 

cutting and cost saving" was viewed as being the least highly rated consequence of 

iising OBB on decision making, with 19.8% of respondents stating sti-ongly agreed or 
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Table 5.26: Ranking of the Consequences of Usuig OBB on Decision Making 

With Collapsed Categories 

Ranking 
after 

Collapsing 
(scale 4+5) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

8 

9 

10 

Original 
Ranking 

of 
Strongly 
Agree 

2 

4 

2 

1 

4 

4 

3 

5 

6 

4 

5 

Consequences of Using OBB 
on 

Decision Making 

OBB increases my awareness of cost. 

OBB provides a means of estimating the cost 
consequences of expanding or contracting any 
outputs. 
Management now focuses more on outputs than 
the use of resources. 
Output structure provides a clearer idea about the 
costs of products and services than program 
structure. 

The use of OBB enhances long-term plarming. 

OBB facilitates in classifying expenditures so as to 
identify the direct costs. 
The use of OBB encourages the use of cost/benefit 
analysis. 
The use of OBB results in the reallocation of 
resources. 
OBB allows assessment of long-term financial 
implications. 

OBB improves cost control. 

The use of OBB leads to cost cutting and cost 
saving. 

Frequency/ 
Percentage 

after 
Collapsing 
(scale 4+5) 

57 
62.6% 

49 
54.4% 

44 
49.4% 

44 
48.4% 

41 
45.6% 

41 
45.1% 

40 
44.0% 

36 
40.0% 

35 
38.5% 

31 
34.4% 

18 
19.8% 

Frequency/ 
Percentage 

of 
Strongly 
Agree 

7 
7.7% 

5 
5.6% 

7 
7.9% 

9 
9.9% 

5 
5.6% 

5 
5.5% 

6 
L 6.6% 

3 
3.3% 

2 
2.2% 

5 
5.6% 

3 
3.3% 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section C, Questions 24 to 34 

5A.4.2 Use of Cost/Benefit Analysis 

More than half (58.9%) of tiie respondents reported using cost/benefit analysis (see 

Table 5.27). Those who used cost/benefit analysis were asked fiirther to specify how 

cost^enefit analysis had been used. 

Table 5.27: Use of Cost/Benefit Analysis 

Question: Do you use cost/benefit analysis? 

Responses 
Use 
Do not use 
total 

Frequency 
53 
37 
90 

Percent 
58.9 
41.1 
100.0 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section C, Question 35 
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Slightly more than one-tiiird (35.5%) of tiie respondents reported usmg cost/benefit 

analysis to select various service delivery options, followed by "to change the 

resourcmg of an output" (26.9%); "to select from altemative outputs" (22.6%); "to 

determine if an output can be justified" (22.6%); "to reduce or expand in particular 

outputs" (20.4%); and m "otiier ways" (6.5%). Table 5.28 reports tiie responses. The 

percentages did not add up to 100% since respondents had more than one purpose for 

using cost/benefit analysis. 

Of tiie respondents who specified using cost/benefit analysis m "other ways", five 

provided qualitative responses as follows: "capital investment decisions"; "contract 

renewal and service review with providers"; "development of complex projects"; "to 

focus outputs on the government's goals and targets (outcomes)"; and "to determine 

efiiciency/economy of business urut operations; since business units generally equal 

dkect output cost, then, indirectly, cost benefit analysis is used in relation to outputs". 

Table 5.28: Various Usages of Cost/Benefit Analysis 

Question: Do you use cost/benefit analysis? If your answer is "YES", please indicate how this 
information has been used. (Please tick one or more) 

Ranking 

1 

2 

3 
4 

5 

6 

Use of Cost/Benefit Analysis; 

To select from various service delivery options 

To change the resoiurcing of an output 

To select from altemative outputs 

To determine if an output can be justified 

To reduce or expand in particular outputs 

In other ways 
Total 

Frequency 

33 

25 

21 

21 

19 

6 
125 

Percent 

35.5 

26.9 

22.6 

22.6 
20.4 

6.5 

Source: Data drawn from survey questioimaire (2002/03) Section C, Question 35 

54.4.3 The Consequences of Usins OBB on Accountability 

According to tiie total mean score value of 3.25 on a scale of 1 to 5 (see Table 5.29), tiie 

respondents to tiie survey perceived that OBB did not have a significant unpact in 

enhancmg accountability. 
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Table 5.29: The Consequences of Using OBB on Accountability 

Question: To what eiEtent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements regarding 
the consequences of using OBB? (Please tick one box for each statement) 

Accoimtability 

OBB increases my awareness 
of better performance. 
OBB LQcreases my awareness 
of the outcomes evaluation. 
Outcomes are more easily 
measured via the use of OBB. 
OBB leads to clearer 
responsibility for the 
delivery of outputs. 
OBB increases the 
commitment to service quality. 
It is clear now who is 
accountable for measuring 
and reporting performance 
in my organisation. 
Managers at all levels have 
clearer views of their 
objectives because of OBB. 
Managers at all levels have 
clearer views of their 
performance measures to 
assess outputs because of 
OBB. 
Budgetary dociunentation has 
increased significantly in 
volume since the use of OBB. 
Executive directors and 
managers have more time to 
consider the budget since the 
use of OBB. 
Corrective action has been 
taken in my organisation when 
there is a variance between 
budgeted and actual 
performance measures. 
For the purpose of expenditure 
appraisal, output classification 
of expenditure is more useful 
'^^ program classification. 
OBB increases the cost of 
correcting errors because of 
the rigidity of output structure 
(eg. a change in one element 
or stmcture of output results 
in change reverberating 
tooughout every element in 

1 l̂esame group). 

|[ioter 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
Frequency 
Percent 

5 
5.5% 

7 
7.7% 

3 
3.3% 

6 
6.5% 

2 
2.2% 

8 
8.7% 

2 
2.2% 

1 

2.2% 

18 
19.6% 

1 
1.1% 

7 
7.7% 

5 
5.5% 

1 
1.1% 

Agree 1 
4 

Frequency 
Percent 

51 
56.0% 

46 
50.5% 

32 
34.8% 

57 
62.0% 

22 
24.4% 

52 
56.5% 

31 
33.7% 

An 

51.1% 

32 
34.8% 

8 
8.8%. 

54 
59.3% 

35 
38.5% 

22 
24.2% 

Jndecided 
3 

frequency 
Percent 

18 
19.8% 

15 
16.5% 

24 
26.1% 

17 
18.5% 

34 
37.8% 

18 
19.6% 

31 
33.7% 

23.9% 

34 
37.0% 

40 
44.0% 

21 
23.1% 

26 
28.6% 

41 
45.1% 

Disagree 
2 

"requency 
Percent 

15 
16.5% 

20 
22.0% 

28 
30.4% 

10 
10.9% 

27 
30.0% 

12 
13.0% 

26 
28.3% 

1 n 

20.7% 

6 
6.5% 

37 
40.7% 

8 
8.8% 

21 
23.1% 

24 
26.4% 

Strong 
Disagree 

1 
Frequency 
Percent 

2 
2.2% 

3 
3.3% 

5 
5.4% 

2 
2.2% 

5 
5.6% 

2 
2.2% 

2 
2.2% 

2.2% 

2 
2.2% 

5 
5.5% 

1 
1.1% 

4 
4.4% 

3 
3.3% 

Total 

'frequency 
Percent 

91 
100% 

91 
100% 

92 
100% 

92 
100% 

90 
100% 

92 
100% 

92 
100% 

100%, 

92 
100% 

91 
100% 

91 
100% 

91 
100%. 

91 
100% 

Mean 

3.46 

3.37 

3.00 

3.60 

2.88 

3.57 

3.05 

3.30 

3.63 

2.59 

3.64 

3.18 

2.93 

3.25 

S.D. 

0.91 

1.02 

1.01 

0.85 

0.92 

0.91 

0.89 

0.90 

0.95 

0.77 

0.80 

1.00 

0.83 

0.96 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section C, Questions 36 to 48 
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Collapsmg categories 4 and 5 on the Likert scale, revealed tiiat most respondents 

(68.5%) rated tiie statement "OBB leads to clearer responsibility for the delivery of 

outputs" as bemg the most highly rated consequence of using OBB on accountability. 

At the bottom of the rankmg, the statement "executive du-ectors and managers have 

more time to consider the budget smce the use of OBB" was viewed as being the least 

highly rated consequence of using OBB on accountability, with only 9.9% of the 

respondents respondmg strongly agreed or agreed (see Table 5.30). 

Table 5.30: Ranking of the Consequences of Using OBB on Accountability 

Ranking 
after 

Collapsing 
(scale 4+5) 

Original 
Ranking 

of 
Strongly 
Agree 

Consequences of Using OBB 
on 

Accountability 

Frequency/ 
Percentage 

after 
Collapsing 
(scale 4+5) 

Frequency/ 
Percentage 

of 
Strongly 
Agree 

1 
OBB leads to clearer responsibility for the delivery 
of outputs. 

63 
68.5% 

6 
6.5% 

Corrective action has been taken in my organisation 
when there is a variance between budgeted and 
actual performance measures. 

61 
67.0% 

7 
7.7%, 

It is clear now who is accountable for measuring and 
reporting performance in my organisation. 

60 
65.2% 8.7% 

OBB increases my awareness of better performance. 56 
61.5% 

5 
5.5% 

OBB increases my awareness of the outcomes 
evaluation. 

53 
58.2% 

7 
7.7% 

Budgetary documentation has increased 
significantly in volume since the use of OBB. 

50 
54.3% 

18 
19.6% 

Managers at all levels have clearer views of their 
performance measures to assess ou^uts because of 
OBB. 

49 
53.3% 

2 
2.2% 

For the purpose of expenditure appraisal, output 
classification of expenditure is more useftil than 
program wia:;:;ification. 

40 
44.0% 

5 
5.5% 

9 

10 

11 

Outcomes are more easily measured via the use of 
OBB. 

35 
38.0% 

Managers at all levels have clearer views of their 
objectives because of OBB. 

33 
35.9% 

OBB increases the commitment to service quality. 24 
26.7% 

3 
3.3% 

2 
2.2% 

2 
2.2% 

12 

13 

OBB increases the cost of correcting errors because 
of the rigidity of output structure (e.g. a change in 
one element or stmcture of output results in change 
reverberating throughout every element in the same 
group). . 

23 
25.3% 

Executive directors and managers have more time to 
consider the budget since the use of OBB. 

9 
9.9%, 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section C, Questions 36 to 48 

1 
1.1%, 

1 
1.1% 
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U.4.4 The Consequences of Usins OBB on Orsanisational Operations 

The total mean score value of 2.99 on a scale of 1 to 5 m Table 5.31 revealed tiiat OBB 

did not significantiy improve orgaiusational operations in the public sector. A 

comparison across every individual statement rated as strongly agree revealed that none 

(0.0%) of tiie respondents believed that OBB was too complex and difficult to operate. 

Consequentiy, respondents had a very positive perception that OBB was not too 

complex and difficult. 

Table 5.31: The Consequences of Using OBB on Organisational Operations 

Question: To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements regarding the 
consequences of using OBB? (Please tick one box for each statement) 

Organisational Operations 

OBB improves the 
effectiveness of resource 
allocation and budgeting 
in my organisation. 
OBB improves organisational 
operations by linking budget 
and performance overtime. 
I have a better understanding 
of govemment operations and 
the oulputs to be produced or 
delivered because of OBB. 
OBB requires changes in my 
organisational structure to 
align with the output structure. 
OBB increases the 
involvement oi lower- level 
tnanagement in the budget 
formulation process. 
OBB increases the 
involvement of to/» 
management in the budget 
formulation process. 
Training related to output and 
outcome specification was 
provided for enyjioyees at aU 
levels in my organisation. 
OBB is too complex and 
f̂î Hft to operate. 

UBB has increased my 
woridoad. 
^ ^ V 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
Frequency 

Percent 

3 
3.3% 

3 
3.3% 

4 
4.4% 

3 
3.3% 

1 
1.1% 

6 
6.6% 

1 
1.1% 

0 
0.0% 

10 
10.9% 

Agree 
4 

Frequency 
Percent 

33 
35.9% 

52 
56.5% 

52 
57.1% 

23 
25.0% 

26 
28.3% 

37 
40.7% 

10 
11.0% 

9 
9.8% 

33 
35.9% 

Undecided 
3 

Frequency 
Percent 

29 
31.5% 

23 
25.0% 

23 
25.3% 

24 
26.1% 

22 
23.9% 

27 
29.7% 

26 
28.6% 

30 
32.6% 

20 
21.7% 

Disagree 
2 

Frequency 
Percent 

24 
26.1% 

11 
12.0% 

9 
9.9% 

33 
35.9% 

38 
41.3% 

18 
19.8% 

41 
45.1% 

45 
48.9% 

23 
25.0% 

Strong 
Disagree 

1 
Frequency 

Percent 

3 
3.3% 

3 
3.3% 

3 

3.3% 

9 
9.8% 

5 
5.4% 

3 
3.3% 

13 
14.3% 

8 
8.7% 

6 
6.5% 

Total 

Frequency 
Percent 

92 
100% 

92 
100% 

91 
100% 

92 
100% 

92 
100% 

91 
100% 

91 
100% 

92 
100% 

92 
100% 

Mean 

3.10 

3.45 

3.49 

2.76 

2.78 

3.27 

2.40 

2.43 

3.20 

2.99 

S.D. 

0.94 

0.87 

0.86 

1.04 

0.96 

0.97 

0.91 

0.79 

1.13 

1.02 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section C, Questions 49 to 57 
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Collapsmg categories 4 and 5 on the Likert scale, demonstiated that tiie statement 

i have a better understanding of govemment operations and the outputs to be produced 

or delivered because of OBB" (with 61.5% of respondents) represented tiie most highly 

rated consequence of usmg OBB on orgaiusational operations. The rankmg, 

frequencies, and the percentages of the statements representing the consequences of 

using OBB on organisational operations after collapsing categories 4 and 5 are 

presented in Table 5.32. 

Table 5.32: Ranking of the Consequences of Using OBB on Organisational 

Operations 

Ranking 
after 

Collapsing 
(scale 4+5) 

1 

2 

3 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Original 
Ranking 

of 
Strongly 

Agree 

3 

4 

2 

1 

4 

5 

4 

5 

6 

Consequences of using OBB 
on 

organisational operations 

I have a better understanding of govemment 
operations and the outputs to be produced or 
delivered because of OBB. 
OBB improves organisational operations by 
linking budget and perfonnance over time. 
OBB increases the involvement of top 
management in the budget formulation process. 

OBB has increased my workload. 

OBB improves the effectiveness of resource 
allocation and budgeting in my organisation. 
OBB increases the involvement of lower- level 
management in the budget formulation process. 
OBB requires changes in my organisational 
structure to align with the output structure. 
Training related to output and outcome 
specification was provided for employees at all 
levels in my organisation. 

OBB is too complex and difficult to operate. 

Frequency/ 
Percentage 

after 
Collapsing 
(scale 4+5) 

56 
61.5% 

55 
59.8% 

43 
47.3% 

43 
46.7% 

36 
39.1% 

27 
29.3% 

26 
28.3% 

11 
12.1% 

9 
9.8% 

Frequency/ 
Percentage 

of 
Strongly 
Agree 

4 
4.4% 

3 
3.3% 

6 
6.6% 

10 
10.9% 

3 
3.3% 

1 
1.1% 

3 
3.3% 

1 
1.1% 

0 
0.0% 

Source; Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section C, Questions 49 to 57 

54.4.5 Benefits and Costs of OBB 

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement "I beheve 

that tiie benefits of OBB are greater tiian its costs". The data on the five pomt Likert 

scale in Table 5.33 revealed that the undecided responses were higher tiian those of 

other categories. 
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Nevertheless, collapsing tiie highest two categories and the lowest two categories on tiie 

Likert scale changed the ranking by movmg the sti-ongly agree and agree categories 

slightly ahead of the undecided category. As a result, the collapsed data mdicates that a 

little over two-fifths (44.6%) of the respondents strongly agreed or agreed that the 

benefits of OBB were greater than its costs, with approximately two-fifths (41.3%) of 

the respondents stating that they were undecided. The remaining 13 respondents 

(14.1%) reported that they strongly disagreed or disagreed that the benefits of OBB 

were greater than its costs. 

Table 5.33: Benefits and Costs of OBB 

Question: To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements regarding 
the consequences of using OBB? (Please tick one box for each statement) 

Benefits and Costs of OBB 

I believe that the benefits of OBB are 
greater than its costs. 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
Frequency 

Percent 
9 

9.8% 

Agree 
4 

Frequency 
Percent 

32 
34.8%. 

Undecided 
3 

Frequency 
Percent 

38 
41.3% 

Disagree 
2 

Frequency 
Percent 

8 
8.7%, 

Strong 
Disagree 

1 
Frequency 

Percent 
5 

5.4% 

Total 

Frequency 
Percent 

92 
100% 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section C, Question 58 

5.4.4.6 Problems with the Implementation of OBB 

Respondents were asked to rate how significant the various problems had been in their 

organisations since the implementation of OBB on the five point Likert scale. The data 

iti Table 5.34 revealed tiiat the responses were generally distributed towards the 

significant problem and somewhat of a problem categories, with a small number 

(approximately 10% of responses) distributed towards the very signifimnt problem, and 

undecided categories. Fmthermore, approximately ore-tentii to one-fifth of the 

responses were distributed towards not a problem category. 

A review of each individual problem on the five point Likert scale illustiated that about 

one-tiiird of tiie respondents mdicated that "specifying outputs" (39.1%) and 

"calculating full costs of outputs" (32.6%) had been somewhat of a problem in tiiek 

organisations. However, a similar proportion of the respondents reported that "defining 

appropriate performance measures" (41.3%) and "specifying outcomes" (34.!%) had 

been a significant problem in tiieir organisations. 
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Table 5.34: Problems since the Implementation of OBB 

Question: Have any of the following items been problems in your organisation since the 
implementation of OBB? (Please tick one box for each statement) 

Problems 

Defining appropriate 
performance 
measures 

Specifying outcomes 

Calculating/H// costs 
of outputs 

Specifying outputs 

Very 
Significant 
Problem 

5 
Frequency 

Percent 

8 
8.7% 

9 
9.9% 

10 
10.9% 

2 
22% 

Significant 
Problem 

4 
Frequency 

Percent 

38 
41.3% 

31 
34.1% 

24 
26.1% 

24 
26.1% 

Undecided 
3 

Frequency 
Percent 

8 
8.7% 

11 
12.1% 

10 
10.9% 

10 
10.9% 

Somewhat 
of a 

Problem 
2 

Frequency 
Percent 

30 
32.6% 

25 
27.5% 

30 
32.6% 

36 
39.1% 

Not a 
Problem 

1 
Frequency 

Percent 

8 
8.7% 

15 
16.5% 

18 
19.6% 

20 
21.7% 

Total 

Frequency 
Percent 

92 
100% 

91 
100% 

92 
100% 

92 
100% 

Mean 

3.09 

2.93 

2.76 

2.48 

S.D. 

1.20 

1.30 

1.33 

1.16 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section C, Question 59 

A comparison across each individual problem rated as a very significant problem 

revealed that approximately one-tenth (10.9%) of the respondents rated "calculating fiill 

costs of outputs" as being the most significant problem, followed by "specifying 

outcomes" (9.9%); "defining appropriate performance measures" (8.7%); and, last, 

"specifying outputs" (2.2%). 

Collapsmg tiie highest two categories on the Likert scale (categories 4 and 5), changed 

the rankmg of very significant and significant problem by switching the problem of 

"defming appropriate performance measures" into first place and "calculating fiiU costs 

of outputs" mto thu-d place (see Table 5.35). The problem of "specifying outcomes" and 

"specifymg outputs" remained in second and fourth places, respectively. 

The resuhs from the mean scores' ranking were consistent with the results of collapsing 

the highest two categories. Specifically, respondents indicated "defining appropriate 

performance measures" as bemg the greatest problem in tiieu organisations (mean score 

= 3.09), followed by "specifying outcomes" (mean score = 2.93); "calculatmg fiill costs 

of outputs" (mean score = 2.76); and "specifying outputs" (mean score = 2.48). 
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Table 5.35: Ranking of Problems with the Implementation of OBB - With CoUapsed Scales 

Ranking 
after 

Collapsing 
(scale 4+5) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Original 
Ranking of 

Very 
Significant 
Problem 

3 

2 

1 

4 

Problems 
with the implementation of 

OBB 

Defining appropriate performance measures 

Specifying outcomes 

Calculating/u// costs of outputs 

Specifydng outputs 

Frequency/ 
Percentage 

after 
Collapsing 
(scale 4+5) 

46 
50.0% 

40 
44.0% 

34 
37.0% 

26 
28.3% 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section C, Question 59 

5.4.4.7 The Effectiveness of OBB 

Frequency/ 
Percentage 

of Very 
Significant 
Problem 

8 
8.7% 

9 
9.9% 

10 
10.9% 

2 
2.2% 

Respondents were asked to rate how effective OBB had been in their orgarusations. 

Table 5.36 reports data on the five point Likert scale. 

Table 5.36: The Effectiveness of OBB 

Question: In your opinion, how effective has OBB been in your organisation with respect to the 
following statements? (Please tick one box for each statement) 

Decision Making 
Increasing awareness of, and 
focus on, outcomes. 
Increasing awareness of 
factors that affect outcomes. 
Total 

Accountability 
Improving communication with 
the public about performance. 
Increasing the core budget 
discussions among departments 
and legislatures on outcomes. 
Total 

_Prganisational Operation 
Reducing duplicative activities 
orservices. 
^e(/«d/i^/eliminating 
ineffective services/products. 
Improving responsiveness to 
^tomers. 
Improving outputs/service 
quality. 

I ^ ^ L I I T ^ 

Very 
effective 

5 
Frequency 

Percent 

8 
8.7% 

6 
6.5% 

2 
2.2% 

2 
2.2% 

1 
1.1% 

2 
2.2% 

2 
2.2% 

4 
4.4% 

Effective 
4 

Frequency 
Percent 

34 
37.0% 

32 
34.8% 

21 
22.8% 

21 
23.1% 

15 
16.7% 

15 
16.7% 

23 
25.6% 

22 
24.4% 

Undecided 
3 

Frequency 
Percent 

23 
25.0% 

18 
19.6% 

21 
22.8% 

31 
34.1% 

28 
31.1% 

23 
25.6% 

23 
25.6% 

23 
25.6% 

Somewhat 
effective 

2 
Frequency 

Percent 

12 
13.0% 

23 
25.0% 

23 
25.0% 

19 
20.9% 

17 
18.9% 

19 
21.1% 

17 
18.9% 

21 
23.3% 

Not 
effective 

1 
Frequency 

Percent 

15 
16.3% 

13 
14.1% 

25 
27.2% 

18 
19.8% 

29 
32.2% 

31 
34.4% 

25 
27.8% 

20 
22.2% 

Total 

Frequency 
Percent 

92 
100% 

92 
100% 

92 
100% 

91 
100% 

90 
100% 

90 
100% 

90 
100% 

90 
100% 

Mean 

3.09 

2.95 

3.02 

2.48 

2.67 

2.57 

2.36 

2.31 

2.56 

2.66 

2.47 

S.D. 

1.23 

1.20 

1.21 

1.18 

1.11 

1.15 

1.14 

1.18 

1.21 

1.20 

1.18 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section C, Question 60 
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Accordmg to the mean scores ranking ui Table 5.36, respondents indicated tiiat tiie most 

effective consequence of using OBB was the impact on decision making (mean score = 

3.02), followed by tiie impact on accountability (mean score = 2.57) and the unpact on 

organisational operation (mean score = 2.47). However, this result must be mterpreted 

cautiously because mean scores for each impact are equal or lower than 3.00. This 

means that respondents were undecided or had a negative perception that OBB had not 

been very effective in tiieir organisations. The results from collapsing categories 4 and 5 

on the Likert scale (see Table 5.37), showed that about two-fifths of the respondents had 

a positive perception with very effective and effective responses to statements 

representing the effectiveness of OBB on decision making. 

Table 5.37: Ranking of the Effectiveness of OBB - With Collapsed Categories 

Ranking 
after 

Collapsing 
(scale 4+5) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Original 
Ranking 

of 
Very 

Effective 

1 

2 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

Effectiveness of OBB 

Decision making: Increasing awareness of, and 
focus on, outcomes. 
Decision making: Increasing awareness of factors 
that affect outcomes. 
Organisational operation.- Improving 
outputs/service quality 
Organisational operation.- Improving 
responsiveness to customers. 
Accountability: Increasing the core budget 
discussions among departments and legislatures on 
outcomes. 
/Accountability: Improving communication with 
the public about performance. 
Organisational operation; Reducing! eliminating 
ineffective services/products. 
Organisational operation.- Reducing duplicative 
activities or services. 

Frequency/ 
Percentage 

after 
Collapsing 
(scale 4+5) 

42 
45.7% 

38 
41.3% 

26 
28.9% 

25 
27.8% 

23 
25.3% 

23 
25.0%. 

17 
18.9% 

16 
17.8% 

Frequency/ 
Percentage 

of 
Very 

Effective 
8 

8.7% 
6 

6.5% 
4 

4.4% 
2 

2.2% 

2 
22% 

2 
2.2% 

2 
2.2% 

1 
1.1% 

Source: Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section C, Question 60 

54A.8 The Best Alternative for the Implementation of OBB 

Nearly tiiree-quarters (74.4%) of the respondents believed that their organisations 

should contmue OBB with some modifications. About one-seventh (15.6%) of the 

respondents believed that their orgarusations should continue with "OBB substantially 

as it operates today". Only the remaining 10% of the respondents believed that tiieir 

organisations should discontinue OBB. Table 5.38 provides details of the responses. 
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Table 5.38: The Best Altemative for the Implementation of OBB 

Question: Which of the following do you feel is the best altemative for your organisation? 

fieasv.» 

1 
~~1 1 

3 

Source: 

Responses 
Continue OBB with some modifications 
Continue OBB substantially as it operates today 
Discontinue OBB 
Total 

Frequency 
67 
14 
9 
90 

Data drawn from survey questionnaire (2002/03) Section D, Question 68 

Percent 
74.4 
15.6 
10.0 

100.0 

5.5 Summary 

The Chi-square statistic tests confirm that the results of this study can be generalised to 

the population because there is no significant response bias to the survey questionnaires. 

The univariate analysis revealed that less than half of the respondents were satisfied 

with the overall quafity of the information generated by OBB within tiie budget papers. 

Further, about half of the respondents finduig various items in budget papers to be not 

very usefiil is a concem. Overall, respondents did not thoroughly read items within 

budget papers and half of the respondents had difficulty of understanding some items in 

the budget papers. 

.A 
W 4 As previously discussed in Chapter 3, previous studies indicated that the perceive 

usefulness of mformation could be mfluenced by many factors such as readership, 

comprehension difficulties and personal characteristics of users. Additionally, many 

advocates of OBB claim tiiat OBB will facilitate rational decision making, enhance 

accountability and improve orgaiusational operations (VDTF 1997b; Queensland 

Treasury 1998b). The next chapter will provide ftirther analysis m terms of the 

proposition-testing regarding issues of tiie usefiihiess of mformation m the budget 

papers and tiie consequences of using OBB. Particularly, the relationships between two 

or more than two variables will be examined using bivariate or multivariate analysis. 
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CHAPTER 6 

SURVEY PROPOSITIONS-TEST RESULTS 

6.1 Introduction 

The research questions and propositions are restated in this chapter to determine if they 

are supported by the survey results. The results of the propositions-testing presented in 

this chapter are in two parts. In the first part, the bivariate (cross-tabulation) analysis 

results of tiie Propositions 1 to 3 are reported to answer Research Question 1 relating to 

the usefiilness of information generated by OBB within budget papers. In the second 

part, the results of testing Propositions 4 to 6 using cross-tabulation analysis and 

multivariate analysis are discussed with respect to the consequences of using OBB, in 

die public sector, for answering Research Question 2. 

6.2 Research Question 1: The Usefulness of Information Generated by OBB 

A bivariate (cross-tabulation) analysis was performed to test the relationships between 

the usefulness dependent variables such as the frequency of use of budget papers; the 

usefulness of items within budget papers; the frequency of use of performance measures; 

and the usefulness of performance measures, and independent variables such as 

readership; comprehension difficulties; purposes for using the budget papers (as 

proposed by SAC2); qualitative characteristics of the information (as proposed by 

SAC3); and personal characteristics. Earlier, the description and dimensions of each 

concept and the research variables were listed accordmg to the conceptual framework 

(Figure 4.1). In this section, a diagram demonsfrating research variables operations for 

tesimg Propositions 1 to 3 using tiie bivariate analysis, is presented in Figure 6.1. 

Specifically, a cross-tabulation analysis using Pearson's Chi-square test at the 0.05 level 

of significance was performed to test Propositions 1 to 3. The assumptions and 

procedure to perform the Chi-square test were discussed in Section 4.5.9. Because of 

the space limitations of tiiis thesis, the only variable identified to have a statistically 

significant relationship will be reported in the tables presented in tiiis section, along 

with its Pearson's Chi-square value, degrees of freedom (df) and probability (p) value. 
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Figure 6.1: Research Variables Operations for the Bivariate Analysis 

Independent Variables Dependent Variables 

Readership Q. 12 

Comprehension 
Difficulties Q.14 

Purposes for Using 
Budget Papers Q.13 

Personal 
Characteristics 

Q. 61,62,63,64,65,66,67 

w 

Proposition 1 
Usefulness of Budget Papers 

Frequency of use of budget papers (Q. 11) 

Usefulness of Items within Budget Papers (Q.l5) 
Usefiilness of the Treasurer's speech 
Usefiilness of the financial statements 
Usefulness of the statistical perfonnance 
information 
Usefiilness of the descriptive explanation of 
ou^uts 
Usefiilness of the descriptive contribution of 
outputs to department objectives 
Usefiilness of the descriptive contribution of 
outputs to govemment outcomes 
Usefulness of the output cost information 

Purposes for Using 
Budget Papers Q.13 

QuaUtative Characteristics 
of Performance Information 

Relevance Q.l8 a,b,c,d 
Reliability Q. 18 e,f,g,h 
Comparability Q. 18 ij,k,l 
Understandability Q. 18m,n,o 

Personal Characteristics 

Q. 61,62,63,64,65,66,67 

Purposes for Using Budget 
Papers Q.13 

Qualitative Characteristics 
of Total Output Cost 

Information 
Relevance Q. 23 a 
Reliability Q. 23 b 
Comparability Q. 23 c,d,e 
Understandability Q. 23 f,g 
Usability Q. 23 h,i 

Proposition 2 
Usefulness of Output Performance Information 

Usefulness of Performance Measures (Q. 16) 
Usefulness of quality measures 
Usefulness of quantity measures 
Usefulness of cost measures 
Usefulness of tuneliness measures 

Frequency of Use of Performance Measures (Q.17) 
Frequency of use of quality measures 
Frequency of use of quantity measures 
Frequency of use of cost measures 
Frequency of use of timeliness measures 

Proposition 3 
Usefulness of Total Output Cost Information 

Usefuhiess of cost measures (Ql 6c) 

Frequency of use of cost measures (Q17c) 

Personal Characteristics 

Q. 61,62,63,64,65,66,67 
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6.2.1 Proposition 1 

Previous studies particularly in private sector annual reports revealed that the perceived 

usefulness of finandal reporting and items contained within it could be influenced by 

many factors (see Section 3.4). In the present study, it was expected that four main 

variables could affect the perceived usefulness of budget papers. Proposition 1 was 

stated as follows. 

There is a relationship between the usefulness of budget papers, in particular the 

frequency of use of budget papers and the usefiilness of items within the budget papers, 

and: (a) the readership; 

(b) the comprehension difficulties; 

(c) the purposes for using budget papers; and 

(d) the personal characteristics of the users. 

The usefulness dependent variables frequency of use of budget papers and the 

usefulness of items within the budget papers were tested with four independent 

variables, as stated in Proposition 1. The following are the results of the bivariate 

analysis for Proposition 1. 

6.2.1.1 Frequency of Use of Budget Papers 

There were no significant relationships between ihe frequency of use of budget papers 

variable and the readership variables; the comprehension difficulties variables; the 

purposes of use variables; or any oi the personal characteristics variables. 

6.2.1.2 Usefulness of Items within the Budset Papers 

(a) The Treasurer's Speech 

There were no significant relationships between the variable usefulness of the 

Treasurer's speech and the readership of the Treasurer's speech variable; the difficulty 

of understanding of tiie Treasurer's speech variable; fhe purposes of use variables; or 

any oifhepersonal characteristics variables. 

(b) Financial Statements 

There were significant relationships between the variable usefulness of the financial 

statements and readership of the financial statements variable (p=0.000); a number of 
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the purposes for using the budget paper variables: for making decisions about the 

allocation of resources (p=0.001), to evaluate decisions about the allocation of resources 

(p=0.005), and otiier purposes (p=0.034); the comprehension difficulties variable: 

difficulty of understanding of the financial statements (p=0.000); and personal 

characteristics variables: age (p=0.012), completion of formal accounting course 

(p=0.019), and responsibiUty or prmcipal task (p=0.038) (Table 6.1). 

Table 6.1: Usefulness of the Financial Statements 

Readership of the financial statements 
Purposes of Use 
Q 13a for making decisions about the allocation of resources 
Q 13b to evaluate decisions about the allocation of resources 
Q13d other 
Comprehension Difficulties 
Q 14b difficulty of imderstanding of the financial statements 
Personal characteristics 
Q 62 age 
Q 64 completion of a formal course of study in accounting 
Q 67 responsibility or principal task 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 

32.309 

13.340 
10.484 
6.761 

17.163 

12.908 
7.935 
6.551 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(df) 
4 

2 
2 
2 

2 

4 
2 
2 

Probability 
(P) 

0.000 

0.001 
0.005 
0.034 

0.000 

0.012 
0.019 
0.038 

(c) Statistical Performance Information 

There was a significant relationship between the variable usefulness of the statistical 

performance information and di personal characteristic variable: completion of a formal 

accountuig course (p=0.044) (Table 6.2). 

Table 6.2: Usefulness of the Statistical Performance Information 

Personal characteristics 
_^ 64 completion of a formal accounting course 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 

(%') 

6.233 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(d^ 

2 

Probability 
(P) 

0.044 

(d) Descriptive Explanation of Outputs 

There were significant relationships between the variable usefulness of the descriptive 

explanation of outputs and the variable readership of the descriptive explanation of 

outputs (p=0.000); and tiie vanahle purposes for using the budget papers: for making 

decisions about the allocation of resources (p=0.013) (Table 6.3). 
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Table 63: Usefuhiess of the Descriptive Explanation of Outputs 

Readership of the descriptive explanation of outputs 
Purposes of Use 
013a for making decisions about the allocation of resources 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 
ix') 

21.894 

8.764 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(df) 
4 

2 

Probability 
(P) 

0.000 

0.013 

(e) Descriptive Contribution of Outputs to Department Objectives 

There was a significant relationship between the variable usefulness of the descriptive 

contribution of outputs to department objectives and the vdtnable purposes for using the 

budget papers; to evaluate decisions about the allocation of resources (p=0.037) (see 

Table 6.4). 

Table 6.4: Usefulness of the Descriptive Contribution of Outputs to Department Objectives 

Purposes of Use 
Q 13b to evaluate decisions about the allocation of resources 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 
(x') 

6.607 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(df) 

2 

Probability 
(P) 

0.037 

(f) Descriptive Contribution of Outputs to Government Outcomes 

There was a significant relationship between the variable usefulness of the descriptive 

contribution of outputs to govemment outcomes and the variable readership of the 

descriptive contribution of outputs to government outcomes (p=0.000) (Table 6.5). 

Table 6.5: Usefubiess of the Descriptive Contribution of Outputs to Govemment 

Outcomes 

Readership of the descriptive contribution of outputs to 
[government outcomes 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 
(x') 

39.716 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(df) 

4 

Probability 
(P) 

0.000 

fg) Output Cost Information 

There were significant relationships between the variable usefulness of the output cost 

^formation and the vdinoble purposes for using the budget papers: to evaluate decisions 

about tiie allocation of resources (p=0.008); and the variable comprehension difficulties: 

difficulty of understandmg of tiie output cost information (p=0.018) (Table 6.6). 
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Table 6.6: Usefulness of the Output Cost Information 

Purposes of Use 
0 13b to evaluate decisions about the allocation of resources 
Comprehension Difficulties 
Q 14g difficulty of understanding of the ouQjut cost 
information 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 
(x') 

9.578 

8.029 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(df) 

2 

2 

Probabihty 
(P) 

0.008 

0.018 

6.2.1.3 Summary of the Findinss for the Statistically Sisnificant Bivariate Relationships 

of the Usefulness of Items within the Budget Papers 

Table 6.7 presents a summary of the statistically significant bivariate relationships 

between two usefulness variables: the frequency of use of budget papers and the 

usefiilness of items within budget papers, and four independent variables: readership; 

comprehension difficulties; purposes for using the budget papers; and personal 

characteristics. 

At the level of tiie usefiilness of budget papers as a whole, it is found tiiat the frequency 

of use of budget papers was not significantly correlated to any of tiie four groups of 

variables: readership; comprehension difficulties; purposes for using the budget papers; 

and personal characteristics. However, at the specific level of the usefuhiess of various 

segments within budget papers, it is found tiiat almost all of tiie usefulness of items 

within budget paper variables were correlated to at least one independent variable but 

witii a different group of variables for each item. Nevertheless, tiie Treasurer's speech 

was tiie only item witiun budget papers the usefulness of which was not correlated to 

any group of variables representmg readership, comprehension difficulties, purposes for 

using tiie budget papers, and personal characteristics. On the otiier hand, only the 

usefiilness of tiie financial statements item was correlated to every group of vanables 

representing readership, comprehension difficulties, purposes for using the budget 

papers, and personal characteristics. 

There was a significant relationship between the usefiilness of items within tiie budget 

papers and the purposes for using the budget papers. As shown in Table 6.7, tiiere are 

four items witiun the budget papers the usefiilness of which is related to at least one 

purpose for using tiie budget papers. There are three items the usefiihiess of which is 
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associated witii readership. Fmally, tiiere are only two items the usefiihiess of which is 

correlated with comprehension difficulties and personal characteristics. 

Table 6.7: Summary of the StatisticaUy Significant Bivariate Relationships of the 

Usefulness of Items within Budget Papers 

Usefulness Variables 

Usefuhiess of the Budget 
Papers 
Frequency of use of 
budget papers 
Usefulness of Items 
withm the Budget 
Papers 
Treasurer's speech 
Financial statements 

Statistical performance 
information 

Descriptive explanation of 
outputs 

Descriptive contribution 
of outputs to department 
objectives 

Descriptive contribution 
of outputs to govemment 
outcomes 
Output cost information 

Readership 

No 

No 
Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Comprehension 
Difficulties 

No 

No 
- Difficulty of 

understanding of 
the financial 
statements 

No 

No 

No 

No 

- Difficulty of 
understanding 
oftheou^utcost 
information 

Purposes of Use 

No 

No 
- For making decisions 
about the allocation of 
resources 
- To evaluate decisions 
about the allocation of 
resources 
-Other 

No 

- For making decisions 
about the allocation of 
resources 

- To evaluate decisions 
about the allocation of 
resources 

No 

- To evaluate decisions 
about the allocation of 
resources 

Personal 
Characteristics 

No 

No 
-Age 
-Completion of a 
formal course of 
study in accounting 
- Responsibility or 

principal task 

- Completion of a 
formal course of 
study in accounting 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Overall, the bivariate analysis results based on the Chi-square test supported the 

proposition that the perceived usefiihiess of the items within budget papers was a 

function of readership; comprehension difficulties; purposes for using the budget 

papers; and personal characteristics. The important findings based on Table 6.7 are 

summarised in the next section. 
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(a) Readerships and Usefulness of Items in the Budget Papers 

The bivariate analysis indicated that the perceived usefiilness of tiu-ee items: the 

financial statements; tiie descriptive explanation of outputs; and the descriptive 

contribution of outputs to govemment outcomes, were related to their readerships. It 

was also interesting to note that the output cost information, which had a relatively high 

mean score of the readership, was ranked low in terms of its usefulness. This finding 

was consistent with the bivariate analysis result that there was no significant 

relationship between readership and usefulness of this item. Though the output cost 

information was being read, users were not finding it usefiil. This finding raises a 

question about the quality of output cost information. It is possible that the output cost 

information does not possess qualitative characteristics according to SAC3; hence users 

who read this item find that it is not useful. 

(b) Comprehension Difficulties and Usefulness of Items in the Budget Papers 

The bivariate analysis illustrated that the comprehension difficulties of two items: the 

financial statements and the output cost information, appeared to be a sigiuficant 

determinant of the usefulness of those items. Those users who had comprehension 

difficulties with these two items in the budgetpapers tended tOTeportrtiialrtiiey-were not 

useful. It could be concluded that the comprehension difficulty of financial items rather 

than descriptive items was related to the perceived usefulness of those items. These 

results were not particularly surprising given the survey results (see Table 5.12) which 

showed that the financial statement and the output cost information had a high rankmg 

as being difficult items to understand. To the extent that an item is difficult to 

understand, it is expected that users would perceive the item not to be useful. The 

results in Table 6.7 reveal that the usefiihiess of more technical items (tiie financial 

statements and tiie output cost information) was related to the comprehension 

difficulties. This finding raises questions about the accounting education background of 

users in perceiving the financial mformation to be usefiil. 

(c) Purposes for Using the Budget Papers and Usefulness of Items in the Budget Papers 

The bivariate analysis revealed that the purpose of using the budget papers was a 

significant factor affecting the perceived usefiilness of items witiiin tiie budget papers. 

Those who were using tiie budget papers for making decisions about the allocation of 

resources were significantiy more likely to perceive that tiie financial statements and tiie 
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descriptive explanation of ouQ)uts were useful. Those who were using tiie budget papers 

to evaluate decisions about the allocation of resources were significantiy more likely to 

perceive as usefiil the financial statements, the descriptive contribution of outputs to 

department objectives, and tiie output cost information. Finally, tiiose who were using 

the budget papers for other purposes were more likely to perceive the financial 

statements as usefiil. 

(d) Personal Characteristics of Users and Usefulness of Items in the Budget Papers 

The bivariate analysis demonstrated that the perceived usefuhiess of two items: the 

financial statements and the statistical performance information, tended to be influenced 

by several personal characteristics of the users. The findings suggested that the level of 

usefuhiess found in an item by users did not seem to depend on the users' personal 

characteristics. Oitiy the criteria of age; the completion of a formal course of study in 

accounting; and responsibility or principal task seemed to affect the level of usefulness 

of more techrucal items such as financial statements and statistical performance 

information. Specifically, the perceived usefulness of the financial statements was 

significantly related to the personal characteristics of the users, for example, age; the 

completion of a formal course of study in accoimting; and responsibility or principal 

task. The perceived usefiilness of statistical performance information was significantly 

related to the completion of a formal course of study in accounting. This result may 

explain why some groups of users made more use of the financial information in the 

budget papers or perceived it to be more useful. 

6.2.2 Proposition 2 

Based on tiie premise of SAC2 and SAC3 as discussed earlier in Sections 1.7.1 and 

4.3.1, this study anticipated that if tiie nature of the users and their purposes for using 

the budget papers were known, and if information consisted of certain qualitative 

characteristics, the mformation provided to users may be more useful. Consequentiy, 

Proposition 2 was created to investigate tiie usefulness of performance information as 

follows: 

There is a relationship between the usefiilness of output performance information and: 

(a) the purposes for using the budget papers; 

(b) the quaUtative characteristics of performance information; and 

(c) the personal characteristics of the users. 
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Two usefulness dependent variables the usefulness of performance measures and tiie 

frequency of use of performance measures were tested witii tiu-ee independent 

variables, as indicated in Proposition 2. The results of the bivariate analysis for 

Proposition 2 are presented in the next section. 

6.2.2.1 Usefulness of Outi^ut Performance Information 

(a) Usefulness of Quality Measures 

The variable usefulness of quality measures had significant relationships with variables 

representing all of the four qualitative characteristics of performance information. The 

particular qualitative characteristic variables for which there were significant 

relationships with the variable usefulness of quality measures were: relevance: the 

infomiation helps me make predictions (p=0.004); reliability: the mformation is a good 

presentation of tiie facts without bias (p=0.002); reliability: the information does not 

contain significant errors (p=0.002); comparability: tiie presentation of tiie information 

is consistent over time (p=0.012); understandability: the information is presented in an 

understandable format (p= 0.010); and understandability: the information content is 

clear (p=0.028) (Table 6.8). There was also a significant relationship between the 

-variable usefulness of quality measures and the overall satisfaction with the quality of 

performance information contained in the budget papers (p=0.000). 

Table 6.8: Usefulness of Quality Measures 

Qualitative Characteristics of Performance Information 
Relevance 
Q 18b The information helps me make predictions. 
Reliability 

Q 18e The information is a good presentation of the facts 
without bias. 

Q 18g The information does not contain significant errors. 
ComDarahilify 
Q 181 The presentation of the information is consistent over 

time. 
Understandahility 
Q 18n The information is presented in an understandable 

format. 
Q 18o The information content is clear. 
Ql8p Overall, I am satisfied v̂ îth the quality of 

performance information contained in the budget 
papers. 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 
(x') 

15.196 

16.473 

16.903 

12.771 

13.340 

10.892 

21.619 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(df) 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Probability 
(P) 

0.004 

0.002 

0.002 

0.012 

0.010 

0.028 

0.000 
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(b) Usefulness of Quantity Measures 

There were significant relationships between tiie variable usefulness of quantity 

measures and three qualitative characteristics of performance information: reliability, 

comparability, and understandability; and a personal characteristic of users: length of 

time in current or similar job (p=0.032) (Table 6.9). 

Particular qualitative characteristic variables for which there were significant 

relationships with the variable usefulness of quantity measures were: reliability: the 

information does not contain significant errors (p=0.001); comparability: the 

information enables me to compare performance of different govemment departments 

over time (p=0.030); understandability: the information is presented in an 

understandable format (p= 0.043); and understandability: the information content is 

clear (p=0.008). There was also a sigrtificant relationship between the variable 

usefulness of quantity measures and the overall satisfaction with the quality of 

performance information contained in the budget papCTS (p=0.000). 

Table 6.9: Usefulness of Quantity Measures 

Qualitative Characteristics of Performance Information 
Reliabilitv 
Q 18g The information does not contain significant errors. 
Comnarability 
Q18 k The information enables me to compare 

performance of different govemment departments 
over time. 

Understandabilitv 
Q 18n The information is presented in an understandable 

format. 
Q 18o The uiformation content is clear. 
Q18p Overall, I am satisfied with the quality of 

performance information contained in the budget 
_ papers. 
Personal characteristics 

_Q 66 Lengfli of time in current or similar job 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 
(x') 

18.417 

10.719 

9.867 

13.656 

26.671 

13.787 

degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(df) 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

6 

1 

Probability 
(P) 

0.001 

0.030 

0.043 

0.008 

0.000 

0.032 

(c) Usefulness of Cost Measures 

The variable usefulness of cost measures had significant relationships with the variable 

purposes for using the budget papers: to evaluate decisions about the allocation of 

resources (p=0.029); and with two aspects of the relevance qualitative characteristic: 
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relevance: tiie information helps me make predictions (p=0.004); and relevance: tiie 

information helps me confirm my past evaluations (p=0.000). There was also a 

significant relationship between the variable usefulness of cost measures and the overall 

satisfaction with the quality of performance information contained in the budget papers 

(p=0.001). See Table 6.10. 

Table 6.10: Usefulness of Cost Measures 

Purposes of Use 
Q 13b to evaluate decisions about the allocation of resources. 
QuaUtative Characteristics of Performance Information 
Relevance 
Q 18b The information helps me make predictions. 
Q 18c The information helps me confirm my past evaluations. 
Q18p Overall, I am satisfied with the quality of performance 

ioformation contained in the budget papers. 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 

(x') 

7.096 

15.482 
20.745 

18.888 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(df) 

2 

4 
4 

4 

Probability 
(P) 

0.029 

0.004 
0.000 

0.001 

(d) Usefulness of Timeliness Measures 

The variable usefulness of timeliness measures had significant relationships with two 

qualitative characteristic variables: comparability: the presentation of the information is 

consistent over tune (p=0.003); and understandability: the information is presented in 

an understandable format (p= 0.024). There was also a significant relationship between 

the variable usefulness of timeliness measures and the overall satisfaction with the 

quality of performance information contained in the budget papers (p=0.004). See Table 

6.11. 

Table 6.11: Usefulness of Timeliness Measures 

Qualitative Characteristics of Performance Information 
Comparahilify 
Q 181 The presentation of the information is consistent over time 
Understandahility 

Q 18n The information is presented in an understandable format. 
Q18p Overall, I am satisfied -with the quality of performance 
_ ^ ioformation contained in the budget papers. 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 

(x') 

15.714 

11.230 

15.341 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(df) 

4 

4 

4 

Probability 
(P) 

0.003 

0.024 

0.004 
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6.2.2.2 Frequency of Use of Performance Measures 

(a) Frequency of Use of Quality Measures 

The \mab\e frequency of use of quality measures had significant relationships with the 

vmMe purposes for using the budgetpapers: for making decisions about the allocation 

of resources (p=0.033); the variable qualitative characteristic: relevance: the 

information helps me make predictions (p=0.024); and a personal characteristic 

variable: responsibility or principal task (p=0.048). There was also a significant 

relationship between the yaiiable frequency of use of quality measures and the overall 

satisfaction with the quality of performance information contained in the budget papers 

(p=0.009) (Table 6.12). 

Table 6.12: Frequency of Use of Quality Measures 

Purposes of Use 
Q 13a for making decisions about the allocation of resources 
Qualitative Characteristics of Performance Information 
Relevance 
Q 18b The JiifiirmatiQn_hfi]psLmejiiakiapEedictio"s. 
Q18p Overall, 1 am satisfied vsdth the quality of performance 

information contained in the budget papers. 

Personal characteristics 
Q 67 responsibility or principal task 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 
(x') 

6.830 

11.228 

13.605 

6.056 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(df) 

2 

4 

4 

2 

Probabihty 
(P) 

0.033 

0.024 

0.009 

0.048 

(b) Frequency of Use of Quantity Meas~ures 

The vwishXe frequency of use of quantity measures had significant relationships with 

^e purposes for using the budget papers: for making decisions about the allocation of 

resources (p=0.013); and with two qualitative characteristics of performance 

information: relevance, and reliability. Particular qualitative characteristic variables for 

which there was a significant relationship with the vanable frequency of use of quantity 

measures were: relevance: the information helps me make predictions (p=0.0I2); 

relevance: tiie information helps me confirm my past evaluations (p=0.035); relevance: 

the infonnation assists me to correct my past evaluations (p=0.032); and reliability: the 

infomiation does not contain significant errors (p=0.030). There was also a significant 

relationship between the wariable frequency of use of quantity measures and the overall 

satisfaction with the quality of performance information contained in the budget papers 

(p=0.003) (Table 6.13). 
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Table 6.13: Frequency of Use of Quantity Measures 

Purposes of Use 
013a for making decisions about the allocation of resources 
Qualitative Characteristics of Performance Information 
Relevance 
Q 18b The information helps me make predictions. 
Q 18c The information helps me confirm my past evaluations. 
Q 18d The information assists me to correct my past 

evaluations. 
Reliability 
Q 18g The information does not contain significant errors. 
Q18p Overall, I am satisfied with the quality of performance 

information contained in the budget papers. 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 

(x') 

8.699 

12.763 
10.327 

10.580 

10.686 

16.030 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(df) 

2 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

Probability 
(P) 

0.013 

0.012 
0.035 

0.032 

0.030 

0.003 

(c) Frequency of Use of Cost Measures 

There was a significant relationship between the variable frequency of use of cost 

measures and the vortdhXe purposes for using the budget papers: for making decisions 

about the allocation of resources (p=0.003) (Table 6.14). There was also a significant 

relationship between the variable frequency of use of cost measures and the overall 

satisfaction with the qualit>'̂  of performance information contained in the budget papers 

(p=0.006). 

Table 6.14: Frequency of Use of Cost Measures 

Purposes of Use 
Q 13a for making decisions about the allocation of resources. 
Qualitative Characteristics of Performance Information 
Q18p Overall, 1 am satisfied with the quality of perfonnance 

information contained in the budget papers. 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 
(X^) 

11.733 

14.309 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(df) 

2 

4 

Probability 
(P) 

0.003 

0.006 

(d) Frequency of Use of Timeliness Measures 

There were no significant relationships between tiie variable frequency of use of 

timeliness measures and ihe purposes of use variables; the qualitative characteristic of 

performance information variables; or any oi the personal characteristics variables. 
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n.2.3 Summary of the Findinss for the Statistically Sisnificant Bivariate Relationships 

nfthe Usefulness ofOutinit Performance Information 

Table 6.15 presents a summary of the statistically significant bivariate relationships 

between two usefulness variables: the usefiilness of various types of performance 

measures and the frequency of use of performance measures, and three independent 

variables: purposes of use; qualitative characteristics of performance information; and 

personal characteristics. 

The proposition being tested, the perceived usefiilness of various performance measures, 

was predominately related to a number of variables representing four qualitative 

characteristics of information: relevance; reliability; comparability; and 

understandability. However, there was a limited relationship between the usefulness of 

various performance measures and purposes of use variables or personal characteristics 

variables. Only one purpose of use variable (to evaluate decisions about the allocation 

of resources) was related to the usefulness of one of the four performance measures 

(cost measures). The other three usefulness variables of quality measures, quantity 

measures, and timeliness measures were not related to any of the purposes of use 

variables. 

hi terms of the personal characteristics variables, there was only one significant 

relationship between the length of tune in a current or similar job and the usefulness of 

quantity measures. The usefiilness of tiie otiier tiiree types of performance measures: 

quality measures; cost measures; and timeliness measures were not related to any of the 

personal characteristics variables. 

hi tenns of the qualitative characteristics variables, tiie quality measures were the only 

performance measure the usefulness of which was correlated to all of the four 

qualitative characteristics of performance infonnation: relevance; reliability; 

comparability; and understandability. The usefulness oi quantity measures correlated to 

three qualitative characteristics: refiability; comparability; and understandability. The 

usefiihiess of timeliness measures correlated to two qualitative characteristics: 

comparability and understandability. Finally, the usefiilness oicost measures correlated 

to only the qualitative characteristic, relevance. 
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Table 6.15: Summary of the StatisticaUy Significant Bivariate Relationships of the 

Usefulness of Output Performance Information 

Usefulness 
Variables 

Usefulness of Output Performance 
Information 

Ijsefuhiess of Quality Measures 

Usefiibess of Quantity Measures 

Usefulness of Cost Measures 

Usefulness of Timeliness Measures 

Purposes 
of Use 

No 

No 

- To evaluate 
decisions about 
the allocation 
of resources 

No 

Qualitative Characteristics 
of Performance Information 

Relevance: 
- Making predictions 

Reliabilitv: 
- Good presentation of the 
facts 
- No significant errors 
Comparability: 
- Consistency of the 

presentation over time 

Understandability: 
- Understandable format 
- Clear content 
Overall satisfaction v̂ ath 
the quality of performance 
infonnation 

Reliability: 
- No significant errors 
Comparability: 
- Different govemment 
departments over time 

Understandability: 
- Understandable format 
- Clear content 

Overall satisfaction with 
the quality of performance 
information 

Relevance: 
- Making predictions 
- Confirmation of past 
evaluations 

Overall satisfaction with 
the quality of performance 
information 

Comparability: 
- Consistency of the 

presentation over time 

Understandability: 
- Understandable format 
Overall satisfaction with 
the quality of performance 
information 

Personal 
Characteristics 

No 

- Length of time 
in current or 
similar job 

No 

No 
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Table 6.15 (continued): Summary of the StatisticaUy Significant Bivariate 

Relationships of the Usefulness of Output Performance Information 

Usefulness 
Variables 

Frequency of Use of Performance 
Measures 

Frequency of Use of Quality 
Measures 

Frequency of Use of Quantity 
Measures 

Frequency of Use of Cost Measures 

Frequency of Use of Timeliness 
Measures 

Purposes 
of Use 

- For making 
decisions about 
the allocation of 
resources 

- For making 
decisions about 
the allocation of 
resources 

- For making 
decisions about 
the allocation of 
resources 

No 

Qualitative Characteristics 
of Performance Information 

Relevance: 
- Making predictions 
Overall satisfaction withthe 
quality of performance 
information 
Relevance: 
- Malcing predictions 
- Confirmation of past 
evaluations 
- Correction of past 
evaluations 

Reliability: 
- No significant errors 

Overall satisfaction with 
the quaUty of performance 
information 

Overall satisfaction with 
the quality of performance 
information 

No 

Personal 
Characteristics 

- Responsibility 
or principal task 

No 

No 

No 

Overall, the bivariate analysis results based on the Chi-square test supported the 

proposition that there was a relationship between the usefulness of output performance 

information, in terms of the usefuhiess of various types of performance measures and 

the frequency of use of various types of performance measures, and: the purposes for 

using the budget papers; the qualitative characteristics of performance information and 

the personal characteristics of the users. The important findings based on Table 6.15 are 

summarised in the next section. 

(a) Purposes for Using the Budget Papers and Usefulness of Output Performance 

Information 

The bivariate analysis revealed tiiat tiie purpose for using tiie budget papers was a 

significant factor affecting only the perceived usefulness of the cost measures. 

Specifically, those who were using budget papers to evaluate decisions about the 

allocation of resources were significantly more likely to perceive that the cost measures 
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were usefiil. The perceived usefiihiess of quality measures, quantity measures, and 

tunelmess measures were not related to any of the purposes of use variables. 

hi terms of tiie frequency of use of performance measures, only one purpose for using 

tiie budget papers appeared to be a significant determinant of the frequency of use of the 

three types of performance measures. In particular, tiiose who were usmg the budget 

papers for making decisions about the allocation of resom-ces were significantiy more 

likely to use quality measures, quantity measures, and cost measures. 

(b) Qualitative Characteristics and Usefulness of Output Performance Information 

Overall, the results in Table 6.15 verify the importance of tiie qualitative characteristic 

variables as a determinant of the usefulness of various types of performance measures. 

Specifically, there were statistically significant relationships between four qualitative 

characteristics of performance information (relevance; reliability; comparability; and 

understandability) and the usefulness of quality measures. Further, statistically 

significant relationships were found between three qualitative characteristics of 

performance information (reliability; comparability; and understandability) and the 

usefulness of quantity measures. Additionally, two qualitative characteristics of 

performance information (comparability and understandability) appeared to be a 

significant determinant of the usefiilness of timeliness measures. Finally, only the 

qualitative characteristic, relevance, was correlated with the usefulness of cost measures. 

These results suggest that understandability was an important qualitative characteristic 

of information that influenced the usefiilness of various types of performance measures. 

In terms of the frequency of use of performance measures, only two qualitative 

characteristics of mformation (relevance and reliability) were found to infiuence the 

frequency of use of performance measures. Specifically, the qualitative characteristics, 

relevance and reliability, were significant factors affecting the frequency of use of 

quantity measures. Additionally, tiie bivariate analysis revealed that the qualitative 

characteristic, relevance, was a determinant of the frequency of use oi quality measures. 
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(c) Personal Characteristics of Users and Usefulness of Output Performance Information 

hi the present study, whilst the personal characteristics of users seemed not to be an 

important factor affecting the usefiilness of output performance information, few 

relationships were found between personal characteristics of users and the usefulness of 

output performance uiformation. The bivariate analysis illustrated that only one 

personal characteristic of the users (the length of time in the current or sunilar job) 

significantiy affected the perceived usefuhiess of quantity measures. The other three 

perceived usefulness variables of quality measures, cost measures and timeliness 

measures were not related to any of personal characteristics variables. 

In terms of the frequency of use of performance measures, ortiy one personal 

characteristic variable (responsibility or principal task) was a significant factor affecting 

&e frequency of use of quality measures. All of the personal characteristics variables 

appeared not to be significant determinants of the frequency of use of the other three 

types of performance measures: quantity measures; cost measures; and timeliness 

measures. 

On the whole, the perceived usefulness of the various types of performance measures 

tended to be significantly related to the qualitative characteristics of information rather 

than the purposes for using the budget papers and the personal characteristics of the 

users. Nevertheless, the frequency of use of performance measures tended to be 

significantiy related to both the purposes for usmg tiie budget papers and the qualitative 

characteristics of information, rather than the personal characteristics of the users. 

6.2.3 Proposition 3 

Whilst Proposition 2 used the usefulness of performance information as a dependent 

variable. Proposition 3 identified the dependent variable as being the usefiilness of the 

total output cost mformation in budget papers. However, the mdependent variables 

involved m the two propositions were identical and based on the same premise of SAC2 

and SAC3. Therefore, Proposition 3 was specified as follows. 
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There is a relationship between tiie usefuhiess of total output cost mformation and: 

(a) the purposes for using the budget papers; 

(b) the qualitative characteristics and usability of total output cost information; and 

(c) the personal characteristics of the users. 

Two usefulness dependent variables usefulness of cost measures md frequency of use of 

cost measures were tested with three independent variables, as defined in Proposition 3. 

The bivariate analysis results for Proposition 3 are reported below. 

6.2.3.1 Usefulness of Total Output Cost Information 

The variable usefulness of cost measures had sigiuficant relationships with the variable 

purposes for using the budget papers: to evaluate decisions about the allocation of 

resources (p=0.029); and a qualitative characteristic variable: relevance: the 

information is essential and influences my decisions about the allocation of resources 

(p=0.008) (Table 6.16). There was also a significant relationship between the variable 

usefulness of cost measures and the overall satisfaction with the quality of output cost 

information contained in the budget papers (p=0.000). 

Table 6.16: Usefulness of Total Output Cost Information 

Purposes of Use 
Q 13b to evaluate decisions about the allocation of resources 
Qualitative Characteristics of Total Output Cost Information 
Relevance 

Q 23 a The information is essential and influences my decisions 
about the allocation of resources (such as funding approvals). 

Q 23j Overall, 1 am satisfied vntk the quality of output cost 
information contained in the budget papers. 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 

(x') 

7.096 

13.661 

25.949 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(df) 

2 

4 

4 

Probability 
(P) 

0.029 

0.008 

0.000 

62.3.2 Frequency nfUse of Cost Measures 

The vaiiahle frequency of use of cost measures had significant relationships with tiie 

^mable purposes for using the budgetpapers: for makmg decisions about the allocation 

of resources (p=0.003); and a qualitative characteristic variable, relevance: the 

infonnation is essential and influences my decisions about the allocation of resources 

(p=0.008) (Table 6.17). 
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Table 6.17: Frequency of Use of Cost Measures 

Purposes of Use 
013a for making decisions about the allocation of resources 
Qualitative Characteristics of Total Output Cost Information 
Relevance 

Q 23a The infonnation is essential and influences my decisions 
about the allocation of resources (such as fimding approvals). 

Pearson 
Chi-square 

value 

ix') 

11.733 

13.692 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
(df) 

2 

4 

Probability 
(P) 

0.003 

0.008 

6.2.3.3 Summary of the Findinss for the Statistically Significant Bivariate Relationships 

of the Usefulness of Total Output Cost Information 

Table 6.18 presents a summary of the statistically sigiuficant bivariate relationships 

between two usefuhiess variables: the usefulness of cost measures and the frequency of 

use of cost measures, and three indq)endent variables: purposes of use; qualitative 

characteristics and usability characteristic of total output cost information; and personal 

characteristics. 

hi tenns of the proposition being tested, there was evidence that tiie usefiilness of total 

output cost mformation was related to two purposes of use variables and a qualitative 

characteristic of total output cost information (relevance). A particular purpose of use 

variable which was related to the usefuhiess of cost measures was "to evaluate decisions 

about tiie allocation of resources". Anotiier purpose of use variable which was related to 

the frequency of use of cost measures was "for making decisions about the allocation of 

resources". 

The only one qualitative characteristic of total output cost information which was 

related to the usefiilness of total output cost information was "relevance: the 

infonnation is essential and influences my decisions about the allocation of resources 

(such as fimding approvals)". These findings confirmed that making and evaluating 

decisions about tiie allocation of resources were related to the perceived usefiihiess of 

the total output cost information both in terms of the usefiilness of cost measures and 

the frequency of use of cost measures. However, there was no evidence that tiie 

usefiilness of total output cost information both in terms of the usefiilness of cost 

measures and tiie frequency of use of cost measures, was related to any of the personal 

characteristics of users. 
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Table 6.18: Summary of the StatisticaUy Significant Bivariate Relationships of the 

Usefulness of Total Output Cost Information 

Usefulness 
Variables 

Usefulness of Total Output 
Cost Information 
Usefiitoess of Cost Measures 

Frequency of Use of 
Cost Measures 

Purposes 
of Use 

- To evaluate 
decisions about 
the allocation of 
resources 

- For making 
decisions about 
the allocation of 
resources 

Qualitative Characteristics 
of Total Output Cost 

Information 

Relevance 
- Information is essential and 
influences decisions about the 
allocation of resources 

Overall satisfaction with 
the quality of output cost 
Relevance 
- Information is essential and 
influences decisions about the 
allocation of resources 

Personal 
Characteristics 

No 

No 

In conclusion, the bivariate analysis results in Table 6.18 provide evidence to support 

the proposition that there is a relationship between the usefulness of total output cost 

information m terms of the usefulness of cost measures and tiie frequency of use of cost 

measures and: the purposes for using the budget papers; and a qualitative characteristic 

of total output cost information. 

(a) Purposes for Using the Budget Papers and Usefulness of Total Output Cost Information 

The bivariate analysis revealed that one purpose for using tiie budget papers appeared to 

be a significant determinant of the perceived usefiihiess of cost measures. Specifically, 

those who were using the budget papers to evaluate decisions about tiie allocation of 

resources were significantiy more likely to perceive tiiat the cost measures were usefiil. 

Furtiier, one purpose for using the budget papers tended to affect tiie frequency of use of 

the cost measures. For the present stiidy, tiiose who were using tiie budget papers for 

making decisions about the allocation of resources used the cost measures significantiy 

more often. 

(b) Qualitative Characteristics and Usefulness of Total Output Cost Information 

Only one quafitative characteristic of total output cost mformation (relevance: 

information is essential and influences decisions about tiie allocation of resources) 

appeared to affect botii tiie usefiilness and the frequency of use of the cost measures. As 

only one out of the four qualitative characteristics of infonnation was related to the 

usefiibess of total output cost mformation, this finding did not sfrongly confirm the 
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importance of tiie qualitative characteristic variables as a determinant of the usefuhiess 

of the cost measures. 

6.2.4 Summary of the Bivariate Analysis for Research Question I 

Overall, the results of this study supported the proposition that the perceived usefiihiess 

of the budget papers and the information within them, were associated with 

(a) readership; (b) comprehension difficulties; (c) purposes of using the budget papers, 

(d) the qualitative characteristics of infonnation; and (e) some of personal 

characteristics. Nevertheless, the results illustiated that ihe frequency of use of budget 

papers was not a flmction of readership variables; the comprehension difficulties 

variables; purposes of use variables; or any of the personal characteristics variables. 

Further, there were no significant relationships between the vdinsble frequency of use of 

timeliness measures and the purposes of use variables; the qualitative characteristic of 

performance information variables; or any of the personal characteristics variables. 

Finally, the personal characteristic of the users was not a significant factor affecting the 

perceived usefulness of cost measures and the frequency of use of cost measures. 

6.3 Research Question 2: The Consequences of Using OBB in the Public Sector 

hi the present study, the investigation of the consequences of using OBB in the public 

sector was limited to the impact of OBB on decision making, accountability, and 

organisational operations. In this next section, three propositions (Propositions 4 to 6) 

are restated and the results for each proposition are discussed. The data to answer this 

question are gathered from Section C of the questionnaire. 

6.3.1 Proposition 4 

This study examined whether performance information generated by OBB and cost 

benefit analysis were used for decision making. The effectiveness of OBB was also 

investigated regarding the increased awareness of outcomes and factors affectmg 

outcomes. Further, the impact of OBB on decision making over an extended period of 

time was explored. To determine whether a budget has an impact on decision making, 

this stiidy also exanuned whether decisions regarding the allocation and reallocation of 

resources were influenced by the budget. The fourth proposition is stated tiiat OBB has 

an impact on decision making. Most data discussed in this section are reported in Table 

5.25. 
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Respondents were asked whether tiie use of OBB resulted m tiie allocation and 

reallocation of resources. While almost half (45.4%) of the respondents reported tiiat 

performance mformation did not influence their decisions about the allocation of 

resources (such as mvesting or fiindmg approvals), ahnost two-fifths (38.7%) of the 

respondents provided a positive view (see Table 5.17). Moreover, while two-fifths 

(40.0%) of tiie respondents specified that the total output cost information was not 

essential nor did it influence their decisions about tiie allocation of resources (such as 

fimding approvals), almost two-fifths (36.5%) of the respondents gave a positive 

response (see Table 5.24). Further, whilst about two-fifths (43.4%) of the respondents 

indicated that the use of OBB did not result in the reallocation of resources, another 

two-fifths (40.0%) of the respondents perceived the opposite (see Table 5.25). 

Therefore, the findmgs only support the view that OBB has a minor impact on decision 

making regarding the reallocation and allocation of resources. 

There are two possible explanations for a negative response regarding the impact of 

OBB on the allocation and reallocation of resources. First, according to Lindblom 

(1959), decisions regarding the allocation or reallocation of resources might be 

influenced by political pressure or budgetary consfraints, not by the budget system 

itself However, these factors were not investigated in this study. Second, if information 

generated by OBB was unusable or insufficient, it is possible that the information would 

not influence budget allocation decisions. More than half of the respondents strongly 

disagreed or disagreed that the total output cost information was usable for making 

decisions, without the need for any additional calculations or adjustments (51.7%) nor 

was the total output cost information (without the cost per unit measure) sufficient to 

make budget allocation decisions (64.4%o). These responses are reported in Table 5.24. 

The majority of the respondents perceived that the total output cost infonnation was 

unusable without the additional calculations or adjustinents and was insufficient to 

make budget allocation decisions, hence infonnation generated by OBB might not 

influence their decisions. 

In theory, focusing on outputs and outcomes rather than inputs is claimed to be a 

frindamental aspect of OBB (South Australia Department of Treasury and Finance 

1997a; VDTF 1997b; Queensland Treasury 1998b; Commonwealth Department of 

Finance and Admmisfration 2000; Westem Ausfralia Treasury Departinent 2000). 
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Half of tiie respondents (49.5%) sti-ongly agreed or agreed tiiat management now 

focused more on outputs than the use of resources (see Table 5.25). This positive result 

confirmed the assertion of tiie VDTF (1997b) that OBB focused more on outputs than 

inputs but it was not overwhelming. 

Further, over two-fifths of the respondents perceived that OBB was very effective or 

ejfective in increasing awareness of, and focus on, outcomes (45.7%) as well as 

increasing awareness of factors that affected outcomes (41.3%). The results are reported 

in Table 5.36. These positive findings confradict the argument that OBB systems which 

make chief executives accountable for outputs may cause them to lose sight of 

outcomes, as pointed out by many authors such as Pallot (1991); Holmes and Wileman 

(1995); Boston et al (1996); Lane (1997); Shead (1998); Campos and Pradhan (1999); 

and Barzelay (2001). However, these positive findings must be regarded cautiously as 

the proportion of respondents who gave a positive response was slightly less than half 

hi summary, approximately half of the respondents perceived that OBB in practice 

increased the focus on outputs and outcomes rather than inputs in accordance with the 

OBB concept proposed by the VDTF (1997b) and the Commonwealth Department of 

Finance and Administration (2000). Practically, budgeting under OBB in Victorian 

govemment departments has gone beyond focusing on inputs and moved towards 

focusing on outputs and outcomes. However, one-third (33.7%) of the respondents 

perceived that management at the time of the collection of data still did not focus more 

on outputs than tiie use of inputs. Further, about one-seventh (16.3%) of the respondents 

perceived that OBB was not effective in increasing awareness of, and focus on, 

outcomes. Thus, whilst tiiere was evidence to support the argument that budget practice 

compUed with budget theory regarding the focus on outputs and outcomes rather than 

inputs, a gap still existed between budget practice and budget tiieory in this aspect. 

It should be noted that a significant proportion of respondents gave inconect answers to 

the statements representmg tiie definitions of outputs (74.7%) and OBB (72.1%) (see 

Table 5.5). Rubin (1990) emphasised that tiie gap between budget theory and practice 

needed to be identified before theory and practice grew unacceptably far apart. OBB has 

heen officially adopted m the Victorian departments for many years. However, the 

results of tius stiidy revealed tiiat tiie concept of OBB regardmg tiie definitions of OBB 
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and outputs were not correctiy understood and tiie budget practice of focusing on 

outputs and outcomes rather than mputs was partly implemented. The gap between 

budget practice and normative budget theory regarding the definitions of OBB and 

outputs needs to be reduced in order to make OBB systems fiilly effective. 

Many advocates of OBB assert that OBB systems or output classification facilitates 

output costing which is useful for decision making and leads to better resource 

allocation decisions (VDTF 1997b; Guthrie 1998; Queensland Treasury 1998b; Soutii 

Australia Department of Treasury and Finance 1998b; Commonwealth Department of 

Finance and Adminisfration 1999). 

hi the present study, a significant proportion of respondents (62.6%) had a positive 

perception that OBB increased tiieir awareness of cost (see Table 5.25). When 

respondents were asked whether OBB improved cost control, the answers were 

ambiguous. Whilst one-titird (34.5%) of the respondents sti-ongly agreed or agreed that 

OBB improved cost confrol, a similar proportion of respondents (32.2%) reported the 

reverse. Robinson (1992) argued that only the disaggregated output classes should be 

used for budget confrol purposes. Therefore, it is possible that at the time of the 

collection of data the output classification of departinents was highly aggregated, thus it 

could not assist in budget or cost confrol (such as the expansion and reduction of cost or 

existing activities). Robinson (1992) also concluded that output classification should not 

be used as a form of cenfral confrol because there was little benefit and significant 

potential cost to confrol expenditure of departments in terms of output categories. 

However, he stated that output classification had great value for expenditure review and 

appraisal purposes. 

Respondents were fiirther asked whetiier the use of OBB led to cost cuttmg and cost 

saving. Almost half (45.1%) of tiie respondents perceived tiiat OBB did not lead to cost 

cutting and cost saving, with 19.8% providing a positive view (see Table 5.25). The 

predominance of the negative response confradicts the claims of Robinson (1992) and 

Hohnes and Wileman (1995) that output classification leads to cost saving. Specifically, 

Robinson (1992) suggested that expenditure classified by output was useful as a tool in 

the review of expenditure in order to identify potential savings or elimination of the 

production of certam outputs. Holmes and Wileman (1995) stated that according to the 
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report of the National Government of New Zealand, OBB facilitated significant 

reductions in departmental expenditure because the govenunent was able to examine the 

budget, output by output. 

When the responses of two questions, on whether OBB improved cost contiol and 

whether tiie use of OBB led to cost cutting and cost saving, were cross-tabulated (see 

Table 6.19), there was a sfrong statistically significant relationship between tiie two 

questions. The Pearson Chi-square test showed a significance value of 26.644 (p=0.000). 

h fact, respondents who reported that the use of OBB led to cost cutting and cost saving 

also tended to report that OBB improved cost control. 

Table 6.19: Improvement of Cost Control and Leading to Cost Cutting and Cost Saving 

Q27 OBB improves cost control 

Disagree 

Undecided 

Agree 

xOiUi 

Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
"^ofTotal 

Q28 The use of OBB leads to cost cutting and cost saving 

Disagree 
20 

22.2% 
11 

12.2% 
10 

11.1% 
41 

45.6% 

Undecided 
7 

7.8% 
17 

18.9% 
7 

7.8% 
31 

34.4% 

Agree 
2 

2.2% 
2 

2.2% 
14 

15.6% 
18 

20.0% 

Total 
29 

32.2% 
30 

33.3% 
31 

34.4% 
90 

100.0% 
Note: Pearson Chi-square value=26.644, df=4, p=0.000 

Respondents were also asked whether OBB facilitated in classifying expenditures so as 

to identify the direct costs. If OBB facilitated the identification of direct costs of 

outputs, this would provide a good starting point for cost control and the identification 

of potential savmgs. Almost half (45.1%) of tiie respondents had a positive perception 

that OBB facilitated in classifying expenditures so as to identify the direct costs (see 

Table 5.25). The responses to the question on whether OBB facilitated in classifying 

expendittires so as to identify the direct costs, were cross-tabulated with, the responses 

to the question on whether OBB improved cost contiol (Table 6.20). As a result, there 

appeared to be a sfrong statistically significant relationship between tiiese two 

questions. The Pearson Chi-square test provided a significance value of 23.829 

(P=0.000). frideed, respondents who reported tiiat OBB facilitated in classifying 

expenditures so as to identify the direct costs, also tended to report that OBB improved 

cost confrol. This result is consistent with the view of Robinson (1992) that the 
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information about dfrect costs of outputs will provide a good startuig point for cost 

saving or cost confrol. 

Table 6.20: Control of Costs and Direct Costs Identification 

Q27 OBB improves cost control 

Disagree 

Undecided 

Agree 

Total 

Count 
p/o of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 

% of Total, 

Q31 OBB facilitates in classifying expenditures so as 
to identify the direct costs 

Disagree 
14 

15.6% 
5 

5.6% 
6 

6.7% 
25 

27.8% 

Undecided 
4 

4.4% 
16 

17.8% 
4 

4.4% 
24 

26.7% 

Agree 
11 

12.2% 
9 

10.0% 
21 

23.3% 
41 

45.6% 

Total 

29 
32.2% 

30 
33.3% 

31 
34.4% 

90 
100.0%, 

Note: Pearson Chi-square value=23.829, dt=4, p=0.000 

Further, this study investigated whether respondents believed that the output structure 

was more useful than the program structure. Almost half (48.4%) of the respondents had 

a positive view that the output structure provided a clearer idea about the costs of 

products and services than the program stmcture (see Table 5.25). This result supports 

the claim that OBB provides better information about the cost of products and services 

which can be used for rational budget allocations and budget confrol, as asserted by the 

VDTF (1997b); Elvin (1998); South Ausfralia Department of Treasury and Finance 

(1998b); and the Westem Ausfralia Treasury Department (2000). 

It is possible that tiie improvement of cost confrol via the use of OBB is related to a 

clearer idea about the costs of products and services provided by tiie output stiucture. 

The responses to the question on whether the output stiiictiire provided a clearer idea 

about the costs of products and services than the program stinicttire, were cross-

tabulated witii the responses to tiie question on whether OBB improved cost control 

(Table 6.21). There was a sfrong statistically significant relationship between the two 

variables. The Pearson Chi-square test provided a significance value of 21.558 

(p=0.000). Respondents who reported that the output stiiictiire provided a clearer idea 

about the costs of products and services than the program stinctiire also tended to report 

that OBB improved cost control. 
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Table 6.21: Control of Costs and Clearer Cost of Products or Services 

Q27 OBB improves cost control 

Disagree 

Undecided 

Agree 

Total 

Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 

% of Total 

Q33 The output structure provides a clearer idea 
about the costs of products and services than the 
program structure 

Disagree 
10 

11.1% 
5 

5.6% 
4 

4.4% 
19 

21.1% 

Undecided 
8 

8.9% 
16 

17.8% 
3 

3.3% 
27 

30.0% 

Agree 
11 

12.2% 
9 

10.0% 
24 

26.7% 
44 

48.9% 

Total 

29 
32.2% 

30 
33.3% 

31 
34.4% 

90 
100.0% 

Note: Pearson Chi-square value=21.558, d^=4, p=0.000 

In summary, the majority of respondents indicated that OBB increased their awareness 

of cost. Further, approximately half of the respondents specified that OBB provided a 

clearer idea about the cost of products and services as well as facilitated the 

classification of expenditures so as to identify the dkect costs, but OBB had a minor 

impact on decisions regarding cost cutting and cost saving. 

OBB was expected to be useful for making decisions as well as unproving the planning 

and budgeting process over an extended period of tune (South Ausfralia Department of 

Treasury and Finance 1997b; VDTF 1997b; Queensland Treasury 1999; 

Commonwealth Department of Finance and Administiation 2000; Westem Austtalia 

Treasury Department 2000). Respondents were asked whetiier tiie use of OBB enhanced 

long-temi planning. Almost half (45.6%) of tiie respondents had a positive view that 

OBB enhanced long term planning (see Table 5.25). When respondents were fiulher 

asked whether OBB allowed assessment of long-term financial unplications, a little 

over one-titird (38.5%) of tiie respondents gave a positive response to this question with 

an equally high level (30.8%) giving undecided or disagree responses. Whilst tiiere was 

support for tiie notion that OBB allowed assessment of long-terai financial implications, 

it was not overwhehnmg. Nevertheless, most respondents (54.4%) had a positive view 

that OBB provided a means of estimatmg tiie cost consequences of expanding or 

contractmg any outputs. In short, the predominance of a positive response to a number 

of questions supported tiie conclusion that the information generated by OBB was used 

by public officials for making decisions over an extended period of time. Therefore, the 

proposition that OBB has an impact on decision making is supported by the data. 
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When the responses of two questions on whetho- OBB allowed assessment of long-term 

financial unplications and whether OBB provided a means of estimating tiie cost 

consequences of expanding or conti^ctmg any outputs, were cross-tabulated (Table 

6.22), tiiere was a sfrong statistically significant relationship between fliese two 

questions. The Pearson Chi-square test revealed a significance value of 22.797 

(p=0.000). Respondents who reported that OBB allowed assessment of long-term 

financial implications also tended to report that OBB provided a means of estimating 

the cost consequences of expanding or confractmg any outputs. These data support tiie 

notion that tiie information generated by OBB is used by public officials for making 

decisions. 

Table 6.22: Financial Implications and Estimation of Cost Consequences 

Q29 OBB allows assessment of 
long-term financial implications 

Disagree 

Undecided 

Agree 

Total 

Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 

% of Total, 

Q32 OBB provides 
consequences of ex 

Disagree 
12 

13.3% 
5 

5.6% 
1 

1.1% 
18 

,„ 20.0% 

a means of estimating the cost 
panding or contracting any outputs 

Undecided 
9 

10.0% 
8 

8.9% 
6 

6.7% 
23 

25.6% 

Agree 
7 

7.8% 
14 

15.6% 
28 

31.1% 
49 

54.4% 

Total 

28 
31.1% 

27 
30.0% 

35 
38.9% 

90 
100.0% 

Note: Pearson Chi-square value=22.797, df=4, p=0.000 

To fiirther determine whether the infonnation generated by OBB was used for decision 

makmg, respondents were asked about the use of performance mfonnation as well as 

the use of cost benefit analysis. The use of performance information was recognised as 

an unportant element of OBB (VDTF 1997b; Commonwealth Department of Fmance 

and Admmisfration 2000) and could therefore have an impact on budgetary decision 

making. The results relating to the use of performance information and cost benefit 

analysis, are discussed in the following sections. 

63.1.1 The Use of Performance Information 

The majority of respondents (77.8%) reported using performance information (see 

Table 5.18). Approxunately three-fifths of the respondents used performance measures 

(such as quantity measures, quality measures, cost measures, and timeliness measures) 

as firequentiy as quarteriy (see Table 5.16). Furthermore, a significant proportion of tiie 

respondents reported using performance information for performance evaluation 

223 



Chapter 6 Survey Proposition-Test Results 

(62.4%), followed by allocatmg resources (37.6%); settmg objectives (37.6%); 

increasmg productivity (16.1%); and purchasmg outputs from altemative providers 

(10.8%). These results are reported m Table 5.19. Given tiie above results, there is a 

clear mdication that performance information generated by OBB was used. These 

findings confradict the argument of Mascarenhas (1996) that governments fail to use 

performance measurement in making resource allocation decisions. 

hi summary, performance information was used to make decisions, set objectives and 

change the level of resources of existmg outputs. It was predominately used to make 

limited choices about cunent outputs that had been operatmg such as performing 

perfonnance evaluation, allocating resources, setting objectives, mcreasing productivity, 

and possibly setting priorities when the level of resourcing for an output was changed. 

However, performance information was rarely used to choose between altemative 

providers. 

Rationalists believe that it is possible in each budget process to review critically all 

expenditure and all altemative output options so as to determine an optimal allocation of 

resources (Schick 1973). From the rationalists' perspective, performance information 

can be used to choose from unlimited sets of altemative outputs or providers. Therefore, 

accordmg to the rationalists, infomiation is expected to be used to select from 

altemative outputs or providers. Practically, Etzioni's (1967) mixed-scanning approach 

assumed that humans could set priorities and choose from a limited number of choices. 

Therefore, information was expected to be used in making decisions about cunent 

outputs and not for choosing between unlimited sets of altemative outputs or providers, 

hi the present study, performance information was used to make decisions and set 

priorities but it was rarely used to choose between altemative outputs or providers. This 

goes beyond incremental decision making but it is not as comprehensive as the 

rationalist approach to decision making. Therefore, performance mformation generated 

by OBB was used for decision making and could be explained by the mixed-scanning 

approach. This result supports the proposition that performance information generated 

hy OBB is used for decision making. 
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6.3.1.2 The Use of Cost/Benefit Analysis 

Somewhat over two-fifths (44.0%) of the respondents strongly agreed or agreed tiiat the 

use of OBB encouraged the use of costlienefit analysis (Table 5.25). Additionally, tiie 

majority of the respondents (58.9%) reported using cost^enefit analysis (Table 5.27). 

About one-third (35.5%) of the respondents reported using cost/benefit analysis to 

select from various service delivery options; followed by, to change the resourcing of an 

output (26.9%); to select from altemative outputs (22.6%); to determine if an output can 

be justified (22.6%); and, to reduce or expand in particular outputs (20.4%). These 

results are presented in Table 5.28. In contrast to performance information, cost/benefit 

analysis was primarily used to select from various service delivery options rather than to 

make limited choices about changing the resources of an output; determining if an 

output can be justified; or reducing or expanding in particular outputs that had been 

operated. The advocates of a rationalist approach assume that man is rational (Schick 

1973). Therefore, cost/benefit analysis information is expected to be used to choose 

fi-om unlimited sets of altemative options. A greater use of cost/benefit analysis to select 

firom various altemative service delivery options, found in this study, supports the 

rationalist approach to decision making. However, this conclusion must be regarded 

cautiously because the proportion of respondents who reported using cost^enefit 

analysis to select from various service delivery options was slightly less than half. 

It is possible that OBB would encourage the use of costHienefit analysis if the output 

stmcture provided a clearer idea about the costs of products and services. The responses 

to tivo questions, whetiier the output stiructure provided a clearer idea about the costs of 

products and services than the program stmcture and whether the use of OBB 

encouraged the use of cost/benefit analysis, were cross-tabulated (Table 6.23). The 

result showed that there was a sfrong statistically significant relationship between the 

two variables. The Pearson Chi-square test provided a significance value of 28.147 

(p=0.000). hideed, respondents who reported that tiie output stinctiire provided a clearer 

idea about the costs of products and services than the program stiucture also tended to 

report that the use of OBB encouraged the use of costljenefit analysis. 
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Table 6.23: Use of Cost/Benefit Analysis and Clearer Cost of Products or Services 

Q34 the use of OBB encourages 
the use of cost/benefit analysis 

Disagree 

Undecided 

Agree 

Total 

Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Coimt 
% of Total 

Q33 Output structure provides a clearer idea about 
the costs of products and services than program 
structure 

Disagree 
14 

15.4% 
2 

2.2% 
3 

3.3% 
19 

20.9% 
Note: Pearson Chi-square value=28.147, df=4, p=0.000 

Undecided 
9 

9.9% 
11 

12.1% 
8 

8.8% 
28 

30.8% 

Agree 
7 

7.7% 
8 

8.8% 
29 

31.9% 
44 

48.4% 

Total 

30 
33.0% 

21 
23.1% 

40 
44.0% 

91 
100.0% 

6.3.1.3 Summary Results for Proposition 4: OBB has an Impact on Decision Makins 

Most results revealed that performance information generated by OBB was used by 

most public officials, hence supporting the proposition tiiat OBB had an impact on 

decision making. Additionally, somewhat over two-fifths of the respondents had a 

positive view that OBB was very effective or effective in increasing awareness of, and 

focus on, outcomes (45.7%) as well as increasing awareness of factors that affected 

outcomes (41.3%). 

Further, the results reported in Table 5.26 suggested that a large proportion of the 

respondents had a positive perception to a number of statements representing the impact 

of OBB on decision making. Specifically, many respondents had a positive perception 

that: OBB increased thefr awareness of cost (62.6%); OBB provided a means of 

estunating the cost consequences of expandmg or confracting any outputs (54.4%); 

management now focused more on outputs than the use of resources (49.5%); the output 

stmcture provided a clearer idea about the costs of products and services than the 

program stiucture (48.4%); the use of OBB enhanced long-term planning (45.6%); OBB 

facilitated m classifying expenditures so as to identify the direct costs (45.1%); and tiie 

use of OBB encouraged the use of cost/benefit analysis (44.0%). Therefore, the 

proposition tiiat OBB has an impact on decision making is supported by most of the 

data. However, this proposition result should be regarded cautiously because the 

proportion of the respondents who gave a positive perception to a number of questions 

was not overwhelming (generally approximately half or somewhat less than half of the 

respondents). 
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Nevertheless, there were two consequences on which approximately two-fifths of the 

respondents had a negative view that OBB only had a slight impact on decision making. 

The first consequence was that the use of OBB did not lead to cost cuttmg and cost 

saving (45.1%). The second consequence was that the use of OBB did not result in the 

reallocation of resources (43.4%). Further, it was found in titis study that there was a 

significant gap between budget practice and normative budget theory regarding the 

definitions of outputs and OBB. A smaller gap was also found between budget theory 

and budget practice regarding the focus on outputs and outcomes rather than inputs. In 

order for OBB to operate effectively, these gaps need to be fiirther investigated and 

reduced. 

6.3.2 Proposition 5 

In the present study, the impact of OBB on accountability has been discussed in terms 

of management accountability and public accountability. The effectiveness of OBB has 

also been examined regarding the improvement of communication with the public about 

performance and the increase of the core budget discussions among departments and the 

parliament on outcomes. Finally, to further understand and encourage the use of 

perfonnance information which would assist in enhancing accountability, this study also 

investigated factors influencing the use of performance information. The fifth 

proposition is stated that the use of OBB enhances accountability. 

6.3.2.1 The Impact of OBB on Management Accountability 

Management accountability is assessed by mvestigating whether managers at all levels 

have clearer views of thefr objectives and perfonnance measures to assess outputs. 

Performance measures and objectives are recognised as two important features of OBB 

as well as the budget process model. If managers have a clearer view of performance 

measures and objectives, it is likely tiiat managers will be more accountable for the 

delivery of outputs and outcomes. Most respondents (53.3%) perceived that managers at 

all levels had clearer views of thefr performance measures to assess outputs because of 

OBB (see Table 5.29). As a result, it was possible that managers were likely to be more 

accountable for tiie delivery of outputs. 
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Further, if managers have a clearer view of tiie objectives, it is possible fliat managers 

wUl be more accountable for tiie delivery of outcomes. About one-third (35.9%) of tiie 

respondents strongly agreed or agreed tiiat managers at all levels had clearer views of 

thefr objectives because of OBB. There was also a similar proportion of respondents 

who were undecided (33.7%) and disagreed (30.4%) tiiat OBB provided a clearer view 

of tiie objectives. Whilst tiie majority of the respondents indicated that managers at all 

levels had clearer views of thefr performance measures to assess outputs because of 

OBB, it was unclear whetiier managers at all levels had clearer views of tiieir objectives 

because of OBB. Consequentiy, managers were likely to be more accountable for the 

delivery of outputs than accountable for tiie achievement of outcomes because OBB did 

not sfrongly promote a clearer view of the objectives. 

It is possible that if managers at all levels had clearer views of their objectives, their 

awareness of better performance would be enhanced. The responses to the question on 

whether managers at all levels had clearer views of thefr objectives because of OBB 

were cross-tabulated v̂ dth the responses to the question on whether OBB mcreased 

awareness of better perfonnance (Table 6.24). The result revealed that there was a 

statistically significant relationship between tiiese two variables. The Pearson Chi-

square test provided a significance value of 10.095 (p=0.039). In fact, respondents who 

reported that managers at all levels had clearer views of their objectives because of 

OBB also tended to report that OBB increased awareness of better performance. 

Table 6.24: Clearer Objectives and Better Performance 

Q42 Managers at all levels have clearer 
views of their objectives because of OBB 

Disagree 

Undecided 

Agree 

Total 

Count 
% of Total 
Coimt 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
bii of Total 

Q36 OBB increases awareness of better 
performance 
Disagree 

8 
8.8% 

5 
5.5% 

4 
4.4% 

17 
18.7% 

Undecided 
2 

2.2% 
11 

12.1% 
5 

5.5% 
18 

19.8% 

Agree 
18 

19.8% 
15 

16.5% 
23 

25.3% 
56 

61.5% 

Total 

28 
30.8% 

31 
34.1% 

32 
35.2% 

91 
100.0% 

Note: Pearson Chi-square value=10.095, dfM, p=0.039 

According to the budget process model, it is possible that when performance measures 

of outputs are clear, tiiis will facilitate outcome specification or evaluation. The 

responses to two questions, whether managers at all levels had clearer views of their 
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performance measures to assess outputs because of OBB and whether outcomes were 

more easily measured via the use of OBB, were cross-tabulated (Table 6.25). As a 

result, there appeared to be a sfrong statistically significant relationship between these 

two variables. The Pearson Chi-square test showed a significance value of 23.113 

(p=0.000). Respondents who reported that managers at all levels had clearer views of 

theu performance measures to assess ou^uts because of OBB also tended to report that 

outcomes were more easily measured via the use of OBB. 

Table 6.25: Clearer Performance Measures and Outcomes Measurement 

Q43 Managers at all levels have clearer 
views of their performance measures to 
assess outputs because of OBB 

Disagree 

Undecided 

Agree 

Total 

Count 
% of Total 
Coimt 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
Vo of Total 

Q38 Outcomes are more easily measured via 
the use of OBB 

Disagree 
13 

14.1% 
5 

5.4% 
15 

16.3% 
33 

35.9% 

Undecided 
5 

5.4% 
12 

13.0% 
7 

7.6% 
24 

26.1% 

Agree 
3 

3.3% 
5 

5.4% 
27 

29.3% 
35 

38.0% 

Total 

21 
22.8% 

22 
23.9% 

49 
53.3% 

92 
100.0% 

Note: Pearson Chi-square value=23.113, df=4, p=0.000 

Further, management accountability was assessed in respect to the volume of budgetary 

documentation and the time given to consider the budget. If budgetary documentation 

had mcreased and dfrectors and managers had more time to consider the budget, it is 

likely that management would be more accountable. Approximately half of the 

respondents indicated that departments had been faced with a significant increase m the 

volume of budgetary documentation since the infroduction of OBB (54.4%) but 

executive dfrectors and managers did not have more time to consider the budget 

(46.2%) (see Table 5.29). Particularly, according to tiie mean score values on a scale of 

1 to 5 m Table 5.29, respondents indicated tiiat budgetary documentation had mcreased 

significantiy in volume since the infroduction of OBB, with a mean score value of 3.63 

and tiiat executive dfrectors and managers did not have more time to consider tiie 

budget, with a mean score value of 2.59. hi fact, the greater the volume of budgetary 

documentation, tiie more the time required to thoroughly read and become familiar with 

the information contained in the documents. Consequentiy, it was unlikely that 

management would be more accountable. 
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hi summary, the data do not fiilly support the proposition tiiat the use of OBB enhances 

management accountability. There was only one predominately positive response to 

suggest tiiat managers at all levels had clearer views of tiieir performance measures to 

assess outputs because of OBB. Therefore, the proposition that the use of OBB 

enhances management accountability is only slightly supported by the data. 

6.3.2.2 The Impact of OBB on Public Accountability 

Public accountability is investigated by asking respondents whether they have or intend 

to use extemal auditors to conduct performance audits and whether performance 

measures in their orgarusations are checked for accuracy. Both questions were answered 

predominately in the affirmative. The majority of the respondents reported that 

performance audits by extemal auditors had been undertaken m their organisations 

(69.2%) and that performance measures in their orgarusations were checked for 

accuracy (75.6%). See Tables 5.21 and 5.22 respectively. Moreover, most respondents 

(67.0%) provided a positive response that conective action had been taken in thefr 

organisations when there was a variance between budgeted and actual performance 

measures (see Table 5.29). Many authors agree that performance auditing and the 

periodical review of performance data is essential in enhancing accountability (Knight 

and Wiltshire 1977; Gutiuie 1989; Lapsley 1995; Glynn and Murphy 1996; Banett 

1997; Talbot 1998; Bowerman and Humphrey 2001; Johnsen et al 2001; Kluvers 

2001a). The relatively high positive responses to the above questions provide sfrong 

support for tiie proposition that tiie use of OBB enhances public accoimtabilify. 

Furtiier, the majority of respondents gave relatively high positive responses to a number 

of statements representing the impact of OBB on public accountability (see Table 5.29), 

hence providing sfrong support for the proposition that the use of OBB enhances public 

accountability. Specifically, most respondents indicated tiiat OBB led to clearer 

responsibility for tiie delivery of outputs (68.5%) and it was clear now who was 

accountable for measuring and reportuig performance in their organisations (65.2%). 

These results support the views of Boston et al (1996) and Shead (1998) tiiat tiie 

clarification of departmental responsibilities for the delivery of outputs and tiie new 

model of tiie departinental performance reporting based on output specification (in 

tenns of quantity, quality, cost, location, and time) helps to hold managers accountable 

and increase accoimtabilify. 
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Additionally, most respondents (58.2%) specified tiiat OBB mcreased tiiefr awareness 

of outcomes evaluation (see Table 5.29). This positive resuh confradicts the argument 

that OBB, by making chief executives accountable for outputs, may cause them to lose 

si^t of tiie achievement of govemment outcomes, as pointed out by many authors such 

as Boston et al (1991); Pallot (1991); Holmes and Wileman (1995); Lane (1997); and 

Barzelay (2001). On the other hand, this positive result supports the view of Elvins 

(1998) that OBB should move forward to not only measuring efficiency of 

organisations through the use of output performance measures, but also measuring 

effectiveness through the use of outcomes evaluation. According to the budget process 

model, the sizable awareness of outcomes evaluation, found in this study, is a positive 

sign that the operation of OBB in practice tends to move from focusing on uiputs to 

outputs and further, to outcomes. 

Moreover, the majority of respondents (61.5%) indicated that OBB increased their 

awareness of better performance (see Table 5.29). It is possible that a high awareness of 

better performance will facilitate the achievement of better performance. This positive 

result is consistent with the assertion that managing through outputs and outcomes helps 

improve performance of govemment departments, as pointed out by Mascarenhas 

(1996); VDTF (1997b); and tiie Commonwealth Department of Finance and 

Adminisfration (2000). 

Nevertheless, there were two consequences of OBB on accountability in which the 

answers were inconclusive (see Table 5.29). Ffrst, whilst about one-third (37.8%) of the 

respondents were undecided about whether OBB increased the commitment to service 

quality, there was also a similar proportion of respondents who disagreed (35.6%) and 

agreed (26.6%). The low percentage of the positive responses contradicts the 

expectations of many advocates of OBB (McTaggart 1997; VDTF 1997b; 

Commonwealtii Department of Fmance and Admmisfration 1998; Westem AusfraUa 

Treasury Department 2000; Trenorden 2001) that tiie use of OBB will improve service 

delivery for tiie community. 

The negative response that OBB did not increase the commitinent to service quality was 

consistent witii tiie findmgs of the effectiveness of OBB in improving outputs or service 

quality (Table 5.36), where it was found that almost half (45.5%) of the respondents had 
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a negative perception tiiat OBB had not been effective or somewhat effective m 

improving outputs or services quality. Further, tiie mean score value on a scale of 1 to 5 

for tiie effectiveness of OBB in improving outputs or service quality was 2.66. It is 

possible tiiat if tiie committnent to service quality is low, it is unlikely that quality of 

service delivery will be improved. In theory, the improvement of service delivery has 

been recognised as one of tiie goals of OBB (VDTF 1997b; Commonwealth Department 

of Fmance and Adminisfration 1998; Westem AusfraHa Treasury Department 2000). hi 

short, tiie results of this stiidy show that a gap exists between theory and practice 

regarding the concept of commitment and unprovement of service quality. 

It is possible tiiat when objectives are clear or better understood, the commitinent to 

service quality will be enhanced. The responses to the question on whetiier OBB 

increased commitment to service quality, were cross-tabulated with the responses to the 

question on whetiier managers at all levels had clearer views of their objectives because 

of OBB (Table 6.26). There was a sfrong statistically significant relationship between 

these two variables. The Pearson Chi-square test provided a significance value of 

22.677 (p=0.000). Respondents who reported that managers at all levels had clearer 

views of thefr objectives because of OBB also tended to report that OBB increased 

commitment to service quality. Therefore, to encourage commitment to service quality, 

a clearer view of objectives should be enhanced. 

Table 6.26: Clearer Objectives and Commitment to Service Quality 

Q42 Managers at all levels have clearer 
views of their objectives because of OBB 

Disagree 

Undecided 

Agree 

Total 

1 

Coimt 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Coimt 
% of Total 

Q40 OBB increases the commitment to 
service quaUty 

Disagree 
16 

17.8% 
11 

12.2% 
5 

5.6% 
32 

35.6% 

Undecided 
8 

8.9% 
15 

16.7% 
11 

12.2% 
34 

37.8% 

Agree 
2 

2.2% 
5 

5.6% 
17 

18.9% 
24 

26.7% 

Total 

26 
28.9% 

31 
34.4% 

33 
36.7% 

90 
100.0% 

Note: Pearson Chi-square value=22.677, df=4, p=0.000 

The second consequence in which the answers were inconclusive is related to the issue 

of the measurement of outcomes. While about one-third (38.1%) of the respondents 

strongly agreed or agreed that outcomes were more easily measured via the use of 

OBB, tiiere was also a sunilar proportion of respondents who disagreed (35.8%) (see 
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Table 5.29). The low percentage of tiie positive response supports tiie argument that the 

measurement of outcomes can be difficult to unplement, as pointed out by many authors 

such as Holmes and Wileman (1995); VDTF (1997b); and Shead (1998). There are 

several possible explanations for the difficulty of measuring outcomes. First, objectives 

may not be appropriately specified or not clear, thus this can cause a problem in 

specifying or measuring outcomes. Second, managers may not clearly understand how 

to define and measure outcomes. Third, many uncontrolled factors can impact on 

outcomes, thus it is difficult to accurately measure and be accountable for outcomes. 

Fourth, a number of different agencies may provide outputs that contribute to the same 

outcomes, thus it is difficult to precisely measure outcomes. Finally, it may not be 

possible to define outcome indicators for certain sorts of service delivery (Shead 1998). 

Theoretically, one of the main goals of OBB is to achieve the outcomes of the 

govemment (South Austtalia Department of Treasury and Finance 1997a; VDTF 1997c; 

Queensland Treasury 1998b; Commonwealth Department of Finance and 

Adminisfration 2000). If outcomes cannot be easily measured, it is unlikely that those 

outcomes can be achieved or evaluated. Consequently, accountability will not be 

enhanced. Carlin (1998) indicated that appropriately specified and measured outcomes 

were preconditions for the successful implementation of OBB. Further, Carlin (1998) 

was of the view that the linkage between outputs and outcomes would be severed if 

outcomes were immeasurable. Therefore, in order to enhance accountability, it is 

important that the awareness of outcomes evaluation is given high attention. 

Accordmg to the budget process model, if objectives are clear, outcomes should be 

more easily measured. When the responses to the question on whether managers at all 

levels had clearer views of their objectives because of OBB, were cross-tabulated with 

the responses to the question on whether outcomes were more easily measured via the 

use of OBB, tiiere appeared to be a sfrong statistically significant relationship. The 

Pearson Chi-square test provided a significance value of 25.549 (p=0.000). Respondents 

who reported that managers at all levels had clearer views of their objectives because of 

OBB also tended to report that outcomes were more easily measured via the use of OBB 

(see Table 6.27). 
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Table 6.27: Clearer Objectives and Outcomes Measurement 

Q38 Outcomes are more easily 
measured via the use of OBB 

Disagree 

Undecided 

Agree 

Total 

Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 

Q42 Managers at all levels have clearer views of 
their objectives because of OBB 

Disagree 
17 

18.5% 
6 

6.5% 
5 

5.4% 
28 

30.4% 

Undecided 
9 

9.8% 
14 

15.2% 
8 _J 

8.7% 
31 

33.7% 

Agree 
7 

7.6% 
4 

4.3% 
22 J 

23.9% 
33 

35.9% 

Total 

33 
35.9% 

24 
26.1% 

35 
38.0% 

92 
100.0% 

Note: Pearson Chi-square value=25.549, df=4, p=0.000 

Additionally, it is possible that when objectives are clear, OBB may assist in increasing 

awareness of the outcomes evaluation. The responses to two questions on whether 

managers at all levels had clearer views of their objectives because of OBB and whether 

OBB increased awareness of the outcomes evaluation, were cross-tabulated (Table 

6.28). The results revealed that there was a statistically significant relationship between 

these two variables. The Pearson Chi-square test gave a significance value of 9.629 

(p=0.047). Respondents who reported that managers at all levels had clearer views of 

their objectives because of OBB also tended to report tiiat OBB increased awareness of 

the outcomes evaluation. 

Table 6.28: Clearer Objectives and Awareness of Outcomes Evaluation 

Q37 OBB increases my awareness of 
the outcomes evaluation 

Disagree 

Undecided 

Agree 
1 

Total 

Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 

Q42 Managers at all levels have clearer views of 
their objectives because of OBB 

Disagree 
13 

14.3% 
3 

3.3% 
12 

13.2% 
28 

30.8% 

Undecided 
5 

5.5% 
6 

6.6% 
20 

22.0% 
31 

34.1% 

Agree 
5 

5.5% 
6 

6.6% 
21 

23.1% 
32 

35.2% 

Total 

23 
25.3% 

15 
16.5% 

53 
58.2% 

91 
100.0% 

Note: Pearson Chi-square value=9.629, df= 4, p=0.047 

Further, it is possible tiiat if outcomes are more easily measured via the use of OBB, the 

awareness of tiie outcomes evaluation will be enhanced. The responses to tiie question 

on whether outcomes were more easily measured via the use of OBB, were cross-

tabulated witii the responses to the question on whether OBB increased awareness of tiie 

outcomes evaluation (Table 6.29). As a result, there was a strong statistically significant 

relationship between tiiese two variables. The Pearson Chi-square test provided a 
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significance value of 32.244 (p=0.000). Respondents who reported tiiat outcomes were 

more easily measured via the use of OBB also tended to report that OBB mcreased thefr 

awareness of outcomes evaluation. Therefore, to increase the awareness of outcomes 

evaluation, leading to an increase in accountability, the problem relating to the difficulty 

of outcomes measurement should be minimised. 

Table 6.29: Outcomes Measurement and Awareness of Outcomes Evaluation 

Q38 Outcomes are more easily 
measured via the use of OBB 

Disagree 

Undecided 

Agree 

Total 

11 

Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 

Q37 OBB increases my awareness of the outcomes 
evaluation 

Disagree 
17 

18.7% 
4 

4.4% 
2 

2.2% 
23 

25.3% 

Undecided 
5 

5.5% 
8 

8.8% 
2 

2.2% 
15 

16.5% 

Agree 
10 

11.0% 
12 

13.2% 
31 J 

34.1% 
53 

58.2% 

Total 

32 
35.2% 

24 
26.4% 

35 
38.5% 

91 
100.0% 

Note: Pearson Chi-square value=32.244, df=4, p=0.000 

Due to OBB being based on the output stmcture, respondents were asked about the 

usefulness of output classification and the cost of conecting enors relating to output 

stmcture. A.bout t.vo-fifths of the respondents (44.0%) strongly~agreed or agreed that 

for the purpose of expenditure appraisal, output classification of expenditure was more 

usefiil than program classification. This positive resuh is consistent with the view of 

Robmson (1992) that output classification is usefiil for expenditure appraisal. However, 

the results must be regarded cautiously because the percentage of responses was to 

some extent less than half. 

One way to examine whether the budgetary system enhances public accountability is to 

ask respondents whetiier tiie ou^ut stmcture increases tiie cost of conectmg enors. If 

OBB mcreases the cost of correctmg enors, it is unlikely tiiat a conection will be made 

nor is accountability enhanced. Almost half (45.1%) of the respondents were undecided 

whetiier OBB mcreased tiie cost of conecting enors because of the rigidity of tiie output 

stmctiire (e.g. a change in one element or stiiicttu-e of output results m change 

reverberating throughout every element in the same group). Nevertiieless, almost one-

third (29.7%) of the respondents strongly disagreed or disagreed that OBB increased 

the cost of conecting enors, with a quarter (25.3%) of the respondents responding 

strongly agreed or agreed. Therefore, tiiere is no sfrong evidence to support tiie notion 
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that tiie output stmcture will enhance accountability by reducmg the cost of conecting 

errors. The result is reported m Table 5.29. 

To determine whetiier the proposition that OBB enhanced public accountability could 

be supported, data were also gatiiered relatmg to the effectiveness of OBB in improving 

commuiucation with the public about performance and in increasing core budget 

discussions among departments and the parliament on outcomes. Many respondents 

perceived that OBB had not been effective or somewhat effective in improving 

commuiucation with the pubhc about performance (52.2%) neither had it uicreased core 

budget discussions among departments and the parliament on outcomes (40.7%) (see 

Table 5.36). The predominance of negative responses indicated that the use of OBB had 

only a minor impact on enhancing public accountability in these two aspects. 

To fiirther understand and encourage the use of performance information, which would 

assist in enhancing accountability to stakeholders, factors influencing the use of 

performance information were also investigated in this study. 

6.3.2.3 Factors Affecting the Use of Performance Information in Victorian Departments 

As stated earlier, a significant proportion (77.8%) of respondents used performance 

infonnation (see Table 5.18). It is possible that the increase and emphasis on 

accountability to stakeholders as highlighted by OBB leads to a vast use of performance 

mformation in Victorian govemment departments. The relatively high proportion of 

respondents using performance information is consistent with the view of Kloot (1999) 

in a study of Victorian Jocal govemment. Kloot (1999) concluded that increased 

accountability to stakeholders including both the cenfral govemment and the 

community was one of the factors influencing the increased use of performance 

measures m Victorian local govemment. 

There are many factors that can influence the use of performance information. In the 

present study, however, factors influencing the use of performance information were 

exanuned and limited to five factors: knowledge about OBB and performance measures; 

performance information preparation; perfonnance audits by extemal auditors; checking 

for accuracy of perfonnance measures; and tiie educational training of performance 

measurement. The proposition to be tested was stated as follows. 
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The use of performance infonnation generated by OBB is significantiy related to: 

(a) knowledge about OBB and performance measures; 

(b) performance information preparation; 

(c) performance audits by extemal auditors; 

(d) checking for accuracy of performance measures; and 

(e) the educational fraining of performance measurement. 

Logistic regression, a form of multivariate analysis, was used to determine possible 

factors that could explain the use of performance information. Table 6.30 presents the 

variables used in a logistic regression analysis to explain the use of performance 

mfonnation. Categorical dependent and independent variables were coded by using 

dummy variables. The dependent variable utilised was the use or non-use of 

performance information. A binary measure was applied for the dependent variable (0 if 

do not use; 1 if use). 

Five independent variables or predictor variables were investigated. First, the knowledge 

about OBB and performance measures variable was measured by calculating total 

knowledge score of OBB and performance measures. The total knowledge scores were 

calculated based on the conect responses to eight questions. Respondents who got 

correct answers equal to or more than four answers out of the total eight answers (at 

least 50% conect answers), were classified as havmg a high knowledge about OBB and 

performance measures. Second, the performance information preparation variable was 

classified as prepared by "management", "independent auditors", and "management and 

then verified by independent auditors". Third, the performance audits by external 

auditors variable was grouped as "extemal auditor has been used", "extemal auditor has 

not been used", "respondents do not know whether an extemal auditor has been used", 

and "extemal auditor has not been used but the intention is to have performance audits". 

Fourth, the checking for accuracy of performance measures variable was classified as 

"performance measures are checked for accuracy", "performance measures are not 

checked for accuracy", and "respondents do not know whether perfonnance measures 

are checked for accuracy". Finally, the educational training of performance 

measurement variable applied a binary measure (0 if do not have training; 1 if have 

training). 
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Table 6.30: Variables Coding Used for the Prediction of the Use of Performance 

Information 

Dependent Variable 
Use of performance information (USEPI19) 

Independent Variables 
knowledge about OBB and performance measures 
(HLKNOW(I)) 

Performance information preparation (PA_20) 
- perfonnance infonnation prepared by management 
(PA_20(1)) 
- performance information prepared by independent 
auditors (PA_20(2)) 
- performance information prepared by management 
and verified by independent auditors (PA_20(3)) 
Performance audits by external auditors (PA_21) 
- external auditor has been used (PA_21(1)) 
- extemal auditor has not been used (P A_21 (2)) 
- respondents do not knov '̂ whether extemal auditor 
has been used (PA_21(3)) 
- extemal auditor has not been used but the intention 
is to have performance audits (PA_21(4)) 

Checking for accuracy of performance measures 
(A_22) 
• performance measures are checked for accuracy 
(A_22(l)) 
- performance measures are not checked for 
accuracy (A_22(2)) 
- respondents do not know whether performance 
measures are checked for accuracy (A_22(3)) 

Educational training of performance measurement 
(TRA_PM65(1)) 

Categorical Variables Coding 
Binary Variable 
0 if do not use performance information 
1 if use performance infonnation 

Categorical Variables Coding 

Binary Variable 
0 if low knowledge 
1 if high knowledge 

Three dummy variables used; 
PA_20(1) = 1 if performance infonnation prepared by 
management and equal zero if other; 
PA 20(2) = 1 if performance information prepared by 
independent auditors and equal zero if other; and 
PA_20(3) is absorbed in the intercept. 

Four dummy variables used: 
PA_21(1) = 1 if extemal auditor has been used and 
equal zero if other; 
PA_21(2) = 1 if extemal auditor has not been used and 
equal zero if other; 
PA_21(3) = 1 if respondents do not know whether 
external auditor has been used and equal zero if other; 
and 
PA 21(4) is absorbed in the intercept. 
Three dummy variables used: 
A 22(1) = 1 if performance measures are checked for 
accuracy and equal zero if other; 
A 22(2) = 1 if performance measures are not checked 
for accuracy and equal zero if other; and 
A 22(3) is absorbed in the intercept. 

Binary Variable 
0 if do not have formal educational training of 
performance measures 
1 if have formal educational training of performance 
measures 

The results of tiie logistic regression and the impact of each variable are provided in 

Table 6.31. The overall goodness of fit of the model was assessed tiu-ough a Chi-square 

and the Hosmer-Lemeshow statistics. The Chi-square test showed a significance value 

of 22.104 (p=0.009) (see Table 6.31 A). Therefore, tiie overall model was clearly 

significant at botii tiie 95% and 99% confidence levels. Furthennore, the Hosmer-

Lemeshow goodness of fit test was not significant (p=0.604), indicating tiiat the data fit 

the model (see Table 6.3IB). The two measures of goodness of fit, in combination, 

provided support for acceptance of the model as a significant logistic regression model 

and suitable for fiirther examination. Looking at the classification table, tiie model was 
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robust witii tiie overall prediction of 82.6% conect. Specifically, tiie model predicted 

correctiy 97.0% of the use group and 31.6% of the non-use group (see Table 6.3 IC). 

Table 6.31: The Results of Logistic Regression 

Case Processing Summary 

Unweighted Cases* 
Selected Cases 

Unselected Cases 
Total 

Included in Analysis 
Missing Cases 
Total 

N 
86 
7 

93 
0 
93 

Percent 
92.5 
7.5 

100.0 
0.0 

100.0 
a If weight is in effect, see classification table for the total number of cases. 

Table 6.31A: Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 

Stepl Step 
Block 
Model 

Chi-square 
22.104 
22.104 
22.104 

df 
9 
9 
9 

Sig. 
.009 
.009 
.009 

Table 6.3IB: Hosmer and Lemeshow Test 

Step 
1 

Chi-square 
5.460 

df 
7 

Sig. 
.604 

Table 6.31C: Classification Table" 

Observed 
USEPI19 0 = do not use 

1 =use 
Overall Percentage 

Predicted 
USEPI19 = Use of Performance Information 

0 = do not use 
6 
2 

- ._ 

1 =use 
13 
65 

Percentage 
Conect 

31.6 
97.0 
82.6 

a The cut value is .500 

The Wald statistic was used to examine the significance of estimated coefficients. If the 

estimated coefficients were statistically significant at tiie 0.05 level, tiie individual 

variables were significant and should be mterpreted. Witii all five variables entered, the 

only major mfluence affecting the use or non-use of performance information was 

clearly tiie variable, checking for accuracy of performance measures (A_22(l)). This 

result is reported in Table 6.32. The variable A_22(l) was a significant factor at both 

the 95% and 99% confidence levels (p=0.006). No other variables were significant at 

the 95% confidence level, thus they were not usefiil predictors in the regression 

analysis. 
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The sign of the coefficient for A_22(l) was positive mdicating that respondents who 

reported that performance measures were checked for accuracy, were more likely to use 

performance information than those who reported that they did not know whether or not 

performance measures were checked for accuracy or that performance measures were 

not checked for accuracy. 

Table 6.32: Variables in the Equation of Logistic Regression 
Variables 

flLKNOW(l) 
PA 20(1) 
PA 20(2) 
PA 21(1) 
PA 21(2) 
PA 21(3) 
A 22(1) 
k mi) 
TRA 65(1) 
Constant 

B 
-.564 
-2.008 
5.703 
-1.837 
-2.589 
-2.950 
1.397 
-1.267 
.048 

• 5.178 

S.E. 
.567 

15.742 
31.472 
12.635 
12.664 
12.639 
.507 
.803 
.350 

20.182 

Wald 
.991 
.016 
.033 
.021 
.042 
.054 

7.593 
2.492 
.018 
.066 

df Sig. 
.320 
.899 
.856 
.884 
.838 
.815 
.006 
.114 
.892 
.798 

Variable(s) entered on step 1: HLKNOW, PA_20, PA_21, A_22, TRA_PM65. 

Descriptive statistics in Table 6.33 also confirmed the result of the logistic regression 

for the prediction of the use of performance information. Of those who reported that 

perfonnance measures were checked for accuracy, a significant proportion of 

respondents (83.8%>) also mdicated that they used performance infonnation. There were 

only three respondents who reported that they used performance information even 

though perfonnance measures were not checked for accuracy. 

Table 6.33: Accuracy of Performance Measures and Use of Performance Information 

(A_22) = Checking for accuracy 
measures 

kJliV) 
performance measures are 
checked for accuracy 

A._22(2) 
performance measures are not 
checked for accuracy 

A._22(3) 
respondents do not know 
whether performance are 
measures checked for accuracy 
fotel 

of performance 

Count 
% vwthin A_22(l) 
% within USEPI19 
% of Total 
Count 
% within A 22(2) 
% within USEPI19 
% of Total 
Count 
% within A 22(3) 
% within USEPI19 
% of Total 
Count 
% within A 22 
% within USEPI19 
% of Total 

USEPI19 = Use of performance inform<ttion 

0 = do not use 

11 
16.2% 
55.0% 
12.4% 

3 
50.0% 
15.0% 
3.4% 

6 
40.0% 
30.0% 
6.7% 

20 
22.5% 
100.0% 
22.5% 

1 = use 

57 
83.8% 
82.6% 
64.0% 

3 
50.0% 
4.3% 
3.4% 

9 
60.0% 
13.0% 
10.1% 

• ~ 

69 
77.5% 
100.0% 
77.5% 

Total 

68 
100.0% 
76.4% 
76.4% 

6 
100.0% 
6.7% 
6.7% 

15 
100.0% 
16.9% 
16.9% 

89 
100.0% 
100.0% 

vlOO.0% 
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hi conclusion, the only factor tiiat was found to significantiy influence tiie use of 

performance information in this study was the variable, checking for accuracy of 

performance measures. The result from the logistic regression reveals that performance 

information generated by OBB is likely to be used by public officials if performance 

measures are checked for accuracy. Therefore, in order to enhance public accountability 

by increasing the use of performance information, performance measures must be 

checked for accuracy. This study also found that there was a significant use of 

performance infonnation generated by OBB (see Table 5.18). Further, the study found 

that the majority of respondents (64.2%) reported that the performance measures were 

checked for accuracy at least quarterly (see Table 5.23). As a result, these findings 

support the proposition that the use of OBB enhances public accountability. 

6.3.2.4 Summary Results for Proposition 5: The Use of OBB Enhances Accountability 

The proposition that the use of OBB enhances accoimtability is partly supported by the 

data. Specifically, most data support the proposition that the use of OBB enhances 

public accountability as claimed by the VDTF (1997b) and the Commonwealth 

Department of Finance and Administration (2000) but only somewhat supports the 

proposition that OBB enhances management accoimtability. The results in Table 5.29 

suggested that most respondents had a positive perception to a number of statements 

representmg the impact of OBB on accountability. In particular, a considerable 

proportion of the respondents had a positive perception that performance measures m 

their orgarusations were checked for accuracy (75.6%) (see Table 5.22); performance 

audits by extemal auditors had been undertaken m thek orgarusations (69.2%) (see 

Table 5.21); OBB led to clearer responsibility for tiie delivery of outputs (68.5%); 

conective action had been taken in their organisations when there was a variance 

between budgeted and actual performance measures (67.0%); it was clear now who was 

accountable for measuring and reporting performance in their orgarusations (65.2%); 

OBB increased tiieir awareness of better performance (61.5%); OBB mcreased tiieu: 

awareness of the outcomes evaluation (58.2%); and managers at all levels had clearer 

views of their performance measures to assess outputs because of OBB (53.3%). Many 

respondents also mdicated tiiat, for the purpose of expenditiire appraisal, output 

classification of expenditure was more usefiil than program classification (44.0%). 
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Nevertheless, about half of the respondents mdicated tiiat budgetary documentation had 

uicreased significantiy in volume since the introduction of OBB but executive directors 

and managers did not have more time to consider the budgets. Consequentiy, the 

infroduction of OBB has only had a minor impact on enhancing management 

accountability. Additionally, many respondents had a negative perception that OBB had 

not been effective or only somewhat effective in improving communication with the 

public about performance (52.2%) neither had it increased core budget discussions 

among departments and the parliament on outcomes (40.7%). Therefore, at this stage, 

whilst the proposition that the use of OBB enhances accountability is supported by most 

of the data, there are still a number of areas needing to be improved in order to enhance 

greater accountability in Victorian govemment departments. 

6.3.3 Proposition 6 

In the present study, the impact of OBB on the operations of Victorian govemment 

departments exammed the impact on the effectiveness of resource allocation; the 

linkage of budget and perfonnance; the understanding of govemment operations; the 

change of organisational stmcture to align with output stmcture; the involvement of 

lower level and top management in budget formulation; training in the organisations; 

the difficulty of operating OBB; and the increasing workload. Further, this study 

mvestigated problems in organisations since the implementation of OBB as well as the 

effectiveness of OBB in reducing dupUcated activities or services; reducmg/elunmating 

mefifective services/products; improving responsiveness to customers; and improving 

outputs/service quality. The sixth proposition is stated tiiat OBB has a positive impact 

on orgaiusational operations. 

To determine whether Proposition 6 could be supported, data were gathered relating to 

the area mentioned above. About two-fifths (39.2%) of the respondents strongly agreed 

or agreed that OBB unproved the effectiveness of resource allocation and budgeting m 

their organisations. However, about one-thkd of tiie respondents responded tiiat they 

were undecided (31.5%) or sti-ongly disagreed or disagreed (29.4%). The positive 

response moderately supported the notion tiiat OBB systems could assist organisational 

improvement by improving the effectiveness of resource allocation, as claimed by the 

VDTF (1997c); the Commonwealth Department of Finance and Administiation (1998); 

the Westem Austraha Treasury Departinent (2000); and Trenorden (2001). It should be 
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noted that whilst this result supported the proposition that OBB had a positive impact on 

orgaiusational operations, the percentage of respondents was not overwhelming. 

Therefore, OBB has ortiy a minor impact on improving the effectiveness of resource 

allocation and budgeting in public sector organisations. 

Performance measurement is considered to be a cmcial aspect of OBB (South Australia 

Department of Treasury and Finance 1997a; VDTF 1997b; Commonwealth Department 

of Finance and Administration 2000; Westem Australia Treasury Department 2000). 

The linking of budget and performance over time can assist organisations to improve 

their operations and increase efficiency and effectiveness. Respondents were asked 

whether OBB improved organisational operations by linking budget and performance 

over time. The majority of respondents (59.8%) gave a positive response to titis 

question. The relatively high positive response confirms the assertions of the South 

Austiaha Departinent of Treasury and Fmance (1997b); VDTF (1997b), and the 

Westem Australia Treasury Department (2000) that OBB systems can assist 

organisational improvement by linking budget and performance over time. 

Furthermore, respondents gave a positive response to a number of statements 

representmg the impact of OBB on orgaiusational operations, thus supportmg the 

proposition that OBB had a positive impact on organisational operations. 

First, the majority of respondents (61.5%) mdicated tiiat they had a better understanding 

of govemment operations and the outputs to be produced or delivered because of OBB 

(see Table 5.31). This positive result is consistent with tiie expectations of the South 

Austialian Department of Treasury and Finance (1997b); VDTF (1997b), tiie 

Commonwealtii Department of Finance and Administiation (2000) and the Westem 

Austiaha Treasury Department (2000) tiiat OBB systems can mcrease tiie understandmg 

of govemment operations and the outputs to be produced or delivered. 

Second, nearly half (47.3%) of the respondents gave a positive response tiiat OBB 

increased the involvement of top management in the budget formulation process. Third, 

ahnost half (45.7%) of the respondents indicated that OBB did not require changes in 

tiieir organisational sti^icttures to align with the output stmctiure. This positive result 

confradicts tiie views of Boston et al (1996) tiiat organisational resti^cturing was 
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required to align with budget stmcture, especially when there were major changes to an 

agency's purpose or mission. 

Fmally, most respondents (57.6%)) had a positive view that OBB was not too complex 

and difficult to operate. However, this result must be interpreted cautiously because a 

significant proportion of respondents provided a negative response, stating that there 

had been some significant problems in their organisations since the implementation of 

OBB, for example, "defining appropriate performance measures" and "specifying 

outcomes" (see Table 5.34). These negative responses support the view that OBB might 

not be easy to operate in practice. 

Nevertheless, approximately half of the respondents provided a negative response to 

several statements representing the impact of OBB on organisational operations, thus 

somewhat supporting the proposition that OBB had a positive impact on organisational 

operations. Almost half of the respondents perceived that OBB did not increase the 

involvement of lower-level management in the budget formulation process (46.7%) and 

that OBB had increased their workloads (46.8%). Additionally, most respondents 

(59.4%) indicated that training related to outputs and outcomes specification was not 

provided for employees at all levels in their organisations. The lack of involvement of 

lower-level management in the budget formulation process supports the argument of 

Guthrie and Carlm (1999) that it is unlikely tiiat a change in the format and content of 

extemal budget documents would result m the unprovement of organisations m terms of 

economy, efficiency or effectiveness, if there was no change in intemal management. 

U is possible tiiat tiie greater involvement of lower-level management in tiie budget 

formulation process is related to the increased effectiveness of resource allocation and 

budgetmg m an organisation. The responses to the question on whetiier OBB unproved 

the effectiveness of resource allocation and budgetmg m tiie organisation, were cross-

tabulated witii the responses to the question on whetiier OBB increased tiie mvolvement 

of lower-level management in tiie budget formulation process (Table 6.34). The results 

revealed tiiat there was a sfrong statistically significant relationship between these two 

variables. The Pearson Chi-square test provided a significance value of 14.946 

(p=0.005). In fact, respondents who reported that OBB improved the effectiveness of 

resource allocation and budgeting in their organisations also tended to report that OBB 
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increased the involvement of lower-level management in the budget formulation 

process. Therefore, to improve the effectiveness of resource allocation and budgeting in 

organisations, tiie involvement of lower-level management m the budget formulation 

process should be expanded. 

Table 6.34: Lower-level Management Involvement and the Effectiveness of Resource 

Allocation 

Q53 OBB increases the involvement 
of lower-level management in the 
budget formulation process 

Disagree 

Undecided 

Agree 

Total 

Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
% of Total 
Count 
"/dofTotal 

Q49 OBB improves the effectiveness of 
resource allocation and budgeting in my 
organisation 

Disagree 
19 

20.7% 
4 

4.3% 
4 

4.3% 
27 

29.3% 

Undecided 
15 

16.3% 
8 

8.7% 
6 

6.5% 
29 

31.5% 

Agree 
9 

9.8% 
10 

10.9% 
17 

18.5% 
36 

39.1% 

Total 

43 
46.7% 

22 
23.9% 

27 
29.3% 

92 
100.0% 

Note: Pearson Chi-square value=l 4.946, df=4, p=0.005 

To further investigate the impact of OBB on organisational operations, respondents 

were asked whether there had been problems in their organisations since the 

unplementation of OBB, in relation to the specification of outputs, outcomes, 

performance measures and the calculation of fiill costs of outputs. 

About half of respondents mdicated that "defining appropriate performance measures" 

(50.0%) and "specifying outcomes" (44.0%) had been a very significant or significant 

problem in tiien organisations. However, for the problems of "specifying ou^uts" and 

"calculatmg full costs of outputs", the modal response category was somewhat of a 

problem atfracting approximately one-titird of the responses (39.1% and 32.6% 

respectively) (see Table 5.34). These negative results support the views of many authors 

such as Knight and WiltsWre (1977), Holmes and Wileman (1995), Boston et al (1996), 

Mascarenhas (1996), VDTF (1997b), Carlm (1998), and Shead (1998) tiiat, in some 

circumstances, it is difficult to generate data tiiat accurately reflect an agency's outputs 

and activities; to precisely specify and measure outcomes; and to define appropriate 

perfonnance measures. Also, these negative results are consistent with the findings of 

Carlin's (1998) multi-jurisdictional case stiidy, suggesting that conectiy specified 

outcomes and outputs were the problem in a number of Austialian public sector 

organizations, specifically the Queensland Department of Education; tiie Victorian 
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Department of Education, and tiie Westem AusfraHan Department of Education, and m 

particular the "school education" elements of those departments. 

The negative response to questions about problems in organisations could be explained 

by the response to the question about fraining relating to output and outcome 

specification (see Table 5.1). As most respondents (59.4%) reported that fraining related 

to output and outcome specification was not provided for employees at all levels in their 

organisations, employees may not have knovm how to specify outputs and outcomes. 

This lack of fraining in orgarusations can cause problems in specifying outcomes and 

outputs. Overall, these results reveal that the operation of OBB in practice causes some 

significant problems in organisations. 

Additionally, to determine whether the proposition that OBB had a positive unpact on 

the organisational operations could be supported, data were gathered relating to the 

effectiveness of OBB on organisational operations (see Table 5.36). Approximately half 

of the respondents provided a negative perception that OBB had not been effective or 

somewhat effective in reduckig/eluninating ineffective services/products (55.5%); 

reducing duplicated activities or services (51.1%); improving responsiveness to 

customers (46.7%); and improving outputs/service quaUty (45.5%)). Therefore, the 

proposition tiiat OBB has a positive impact on the organisational operations is only 

slightiy supported by these data. 

The negative result that OBB had not been effective or somewhat effective m reducing 

dupUcated activities or services challenges one of the claimed benefits of OBB proposed 

by tiie Westem Ausfralia Treasury Department (2000), that agencies can identify and 

reduce duplicated outputs and effort as a result of using OBB. Further, tiie negative 

result tiiat OBB had not been effective or somewhat effective m improvmg 

responsiveness to customers, could be explained by tiie responses to two questions 

about problems m specifying outcomes and performance measures, as well as the clarity 

of objectives. About half of the respondents mdicated tiiat "defining appropriate 

performance measures" (50.0%) and "specifying outcomes" (44.0%) had been a very 

significant or significant problem in their organisations. If outcomes cannot be 

identified or accurately specified, it is unlikely that outcomes will be better achieved. 

Consequentiy, it is difficult for OBB to be effective in improving responsiveness to 
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customers or in better achievmg outcomes. Additionally, about one-third of the 

respondents strongly disagreed or disagreed (30.4%) or were undecided (33.7%) tiiat 

managers at all levels had clearer views of their objectives because of OBB. If a clearer 

view of the objectives does not exist, it is unlikely that outcomes will be better 

specified, understood or achieved. As a result, improvement of the responsiveness to 

customers is unlikely to occur. 

6.3.3.1 Summary of the Results for Proposition 6: OBB has a Positive Impact on 

Oreanisational Operations 

The proposition that OBB has a positive impact on the organisational operations of 

govemment departments is partly supported by the data. The results in Table 5.31 

revealed that most respondents gave a positive response to a number of statements 

representing the impact of OBB on organisational operations. In particular, many 

respondents indicated that they had a better understanding of govemment operations 

and the outputs to be produced or delivered because of OBB (61.5%); OBB improved 

organisational operations by linking budget and performance over time (59.8%); OBB 

was not too complex and difficult to operate (57.6%); OBB increased the involvement 

of top management in the budget formulation process (473%); and OBB did not require 

changes in their organisational stmctures to align with the output stmcture (45.7%). 

Further, about two-fiflhs (39.1%)) of the respondents gave a positive response that OBB 

improved tiie effectiveness of resource aUocation and budgeting m tiieir organisations. 

However, about half of the respondents gave a negative perception that training related 

to output and outcome specification was not provided for employees at all levels in then 

organisations (59.4%); OBB had increased their workloads (46.8%); and OBB did not 

increase the involvement of lower-level management in the budget formulation process 

(46.7%). AdditionaUy, approximately half of tiie respondents indicated that since tiie 

implementation of OBB, tiiere had been significant problems in "defining appropriate 

performance measures" (50.0%) and "specifying outcomes" (44.0%) in thek 

organisations. Also, approximately half of the respondents perceived that OBB had not 

been very effective or effective in reducing/elimmating ineffective services/products 

(55.5%); reducing duplicated activities or services (51.1%); improving responsiveness 

to customers (46.7%); and improving outputs/service quality (45.5%). On the whole, 
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these results indicate tiiat OBB has had a minor positive impact on organisational 

operations. 

6.3.4 Summary of the Proposition Results for Research Question 2 

Many advocates claim that the adoption of OBB, theoretically, provides significant 

benefits such as the improvement of information upon which to make better decisions; 

the enhancement of accountability; the improvement of organisational operations m the 

pubhc sector; and the unprovement of service delivery and value for money (Holmes 

and Wileman 1995; Boston et al 1996; McTaggart 1997; OECD 1997b, South Ausfralia 

Department of Treasury and Finance 1997b; VDTF 1997b, c; Westem Ausfralia 

Treasury Department 2000; Trenorden 2001). However, the findings in this study 

revealed that OBB in practice did not entirely offer these theoretically claimed benefits. 

On the whole, most of the survey data in this study supported that OBB had an impact 

on decision making because performance information generated by OBB was used by 

most public officials. However, the proposition that the use of OBB enhanced 

accountability was partly supported by the survey data. In particular, most survey data 

vastly supported the proposition that the use of OBB enhanced public accountabiUty but 

only somewhat supported the notion that OBB enhanced management accountability. 

Finally, titis study found that OBB had a mmor positive impact on organisational 

operations. 

The fmdmgs m this study also indicated tiiat the actual implementation of OBB had not 

completely met a number of theoretical concepts and expectations. The budget practice, 

at tills stage, did not entirely match budget theory. It was found in this study that several 

gaps existed between budget practice and the normative budget theory of OBB. For 

example, there was a significant gap between budget practice and normative budget 

theory regarding tiie definitions of outputs and OBB. Additionally, gaps were also 

found between budget tiieory and budget practice regarding tiie concepts of (a) focusing 

on outputs and outcomes rather than inputs and (b) improving service delivery. 

Therefore, tiiere is still a great deal of opportunity for improvement in tiiese areas. The 

recommendations for the improvement of the operation of OBB systems will be 

discussed later in Chapter 8. 
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6.4 Summary 

hi this chapter the results of propositions relating to the usefuhiess of infonnation 

generated by OBB and the consequences of usmg OBB in Victorian government 

departments were discussed. On the whole, the bivariate analysis results support the 

notion that (a) readership; (b) comprehension difficulties; (c) the purposes of using the 

budget papers; (d) the qualitative characteristics of information; and (e) personal 

characteristics, are important factors related to the perceived usefulness of information 

in budget papers. To enhance the usefuhiess and use of budget papers, preparers need to 

consider these factors when preparing budget papers. 

Further, this study concludes that there are several gaps between budget theory and 

budget practice. Moreover, some problems exist when the system is actually 

implemented in the govemment departments. At this stage, OBB in practice does not 

effectively render all the claimed benefits. One of the claimed benefits of OBB is 

superior performance information. As stated in Chapter 1, one aim of this study was to 

investigate the quality of performance information in budget papers. In the next chapter 

the findings and discussion of content analysis from the 2001/2002 and 2002/03 

Victoria Budget Papers No.3 (Budget Estimates), in particular to the comparability 

characteristic of performance information, will be provided. 
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CHAPTER 7 

CONTENT ANALYSIS RESULTS 

7.1 Introduction 

Both latent and manifest content analyses were undertaken in this study for the 

classification of new performance measures, as noted earlier in Chapter 4: Section 4.6.4. 

The discrepancy rates between the two methods are therefore analysed in this chapter. 

Further, the empirical results of the longitudinal content analysis of the Victorian budget 

papers over the two years period will be discussed in terms of the change in the total 

number of performance measures between the budget year 2001/02 and 2002/03; the 

survival rate; and the novelty rate. A summary table in this chapter relating to the 

novelty and survival rates was constructed from full worksheets in Appendix 4. Also, 

the findings from the content analysis are discussed and compared to the survey 

findings to verify whether the presentation of performance information in the Victorian 

budget papers was consistent over time. 

7.2 Discrepancy Rate of New Performance Measures 

As stated in Chapter 1, one of the aims of this study was to analyse the novelty rate, 

which required information regarding the number of new performance measures. To 

evaluate whether performance measures in the 2002/03 budget papers were new 

compared to those of 2001/02 budget papers, manifest and latent content analyses were 

performed to determine the number of new performance measures. The results of the 

manifest and latent analyses of new performance measures were compared and are 

reported in Table 7.1. 

As noted earlier in Chapter 4: Section 4.6.2, this study excluded the number of cost 

measures m the calculations of the survival and novelty rates. The cost measure, called 

Total Output Cost is reported as tiie same item every year. Therefore, the number of 

cost measures will be constant. The inclusion of the number of unchanged cost 

measures would distort the results of survival and novelty rates. As a result, the novelty 

and survival rates in this study were calculated based on the number of performance 

measures for quality; quantity; and timeliness. Further, this study used the number of 
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new performance measures resulting from tiie latent content analysis ratiier than tiie 

manifest content analysis to calculate the novelty and survival rates. 

Table 7.1 demonstrates that the total number of new performance measures across the 

nine departments resulting from the manifest content analysis was 392, representing 

22.95% new performance measures of the total number of performance measures when 

cost measures were excluded. The number of the manifest new performance measures 

varied in individual departments. The percentage of the manifest new performance 

measures of the nine departments ranged from 8.19% (Department of Justice) to 

37.61% (Department of Treasury and Finance). 

Nevertheless, the number of new performance measures after analysing the underlying 

meaning of each performance measure (i.e. using latent content analysis), increased in 

most departments compared to the results from the maiufest content analysis. Overall, 

the total number of new performance measures across the nine departments resulting 

from the latent content analysis was 482, representing 28.22%) new performance 

measures of the total number of performance measures when cost measures were 

excluded. Tlie percentage of the latent new perfonnance measures of the 9 departments 

ranged from 13.45% (Department of Justice) to 49.56% (Department of Treasury and 

Finance). 

OveraU, the number of new performance measures observed in the latent content 

analysis was higher than that of the manifest content analysis by 90. This represents a 

22.96% difference between tiie marufest and latent content analyses of new performance 

measures. The rate of agreement between tiie manifest and latent content analyses m the 

classification of new performance measures was also calculated. The results revealed 

that if performance measures were indicated as "nm" under categories of "2000-01 

Achial" and "2001-02 Target", tiiey tended to be reported as being new performance 

measures when considering their latent content. There was a significant rate of 

agreement between the manifest and latent content analyses in this aspect with a 

frequency of tiie agreed new measures of 379. The overall percentage of agreement in 

the classification of new performance between the manifest and the latent content 

analyses was 96.68%, with the individual departments having a rate of agreement 

ranging from 85.0% to 100.0%. 
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Nevertheless, the new performance measm-es resulting from the latent content analysis were 

not always classified as "new measm-es" or indicated as "nm" when considering their 

manifest content. There was high disagreement in the classification of new performance 

measures between the latent and the manifest content analyses in this aspect, with a frequency 

of disagreed new measures of 103. The overall percentage of disagreement in the 

classification of new perfonnance measures between the latent and the manifest content 

analyses was 21.37%, with individual departinents having a rate of disagreement ranging 

from 2.86% to 43.48%. 

As noted previously, this study used the number of new performance measures resulting from 

the latent content analysis to calculate the novelty rate of performance measures for each 

govemment department. When interpreting the result of the novelty rate provided by this 

study, it should take in to account that about two-fifths (21.37%) of new performance 

measures used in the calculation of novelty and survival rates in this study as resulting from 

the latent content analysis, were not indicated as "nm" in the budget papers. 

7.3 Content Analysis Results 

In the present study, the consistency of the presentation of performance measures generated 

by OBB over time are discussed under three aspects: the change in total number of 

performance measures over a two year period of 2001/02 and 2002/03; the survival rate; and 

the novelty rate. 

7.3.1 Performance Measures Count 

One way to examine the stability or consistency of the presentation of performance measures 

over time is to observe the rate of change in the number of performance measures over time. 

To investigate the quantity of performance measures, the number of perfonnance measures 

and percentage change in the total number of performance measures over the two years of 

2001/02 and 2002/03 were calculated. The graph m Figure 7.1 demonsfrates the number of 

performance measures by department, the total number of perfonnance measures and 

percentage change in the number of performance measures over the two year period of 

2001/02 and 2002/03. 
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Figure 7.1: Number of Performance Measures (Including Cost Measures) 

b 
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Figure 7.1 demonsfrates that the total number of performance measures m the 2001/02 

Victorian budget papers was 1884. The number of performance measures varied m individual 

departanents. The number of performance measures in 2001/02 ranged from 133 (Department 

of Premier and Cabinet) to 292 (Department of hmovation. Industry and Regional 

Development). In the 2002/03 Victorian budget papers, the total number of performance 

measures was 1967. The nimiber of performance measures in 2002/03 ranged from 115 

(Departinent of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealtii Games) to 296 (Department of 

Natural Resources and Envirormient). 
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Chapter 7 Content Analysis Results 

As can be seen m Figure 7.1, the number of performance measures m tiie 2001/02 budget 

papers for the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games, was zero. This 

is because the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games, was newly 

established in 2002, having separated from the Department of hmovation, hidustry and 

Regional Development. To enable the calculation of change in the total number of 

perfonnance measures of the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games, 

the number of the 2001/02 performance measures related to three outputs (Sport, Recreation 

and Racing; Tourism; and Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games), was exfracted from the 

Departinent of hmovation. Industry and Regional Development and then compared to the 

2002/03 performance measures counterpart of the Department of Tourism, Sport and the 

Commonwealth Games. In the 2001/02 budget papers, there were in total 84 performance 

measures for those three outputs, which consisted of a total of 78 quantity, quality and 

timeliness performance measures and six cost measures. As a result, a change in total number 

of performance measures of the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth 

Games in 2002/03 was 31, representing a 26.96% increase in the number of performance 

measures compared to that of the year 2001/02. 

Further, Table 7.2 reports the total nimiber of performance measures in the 2001/02 and 

2002/03 Victorian budget papers by departments, separatuig the number of (1) quantity, 

quality, and tuneliness measures and (2) cost measures. Also, Table 7.2 reports the change 

and percentage change in the total number of performance measures between the years 

2001/02 and 2002/03 by department. In most departments there had been a slight mcrease m 

the quantity of performance measures over the two year period. Only three departments 

decreased the nimiber of performance measures in thefr departments. These were, the 

Department of Education and Training; the Departinent of Innovation, Industry and Regional 

Development; and the Department of Justice. On tiie whole, tiiere was a low turnover rate of 

performance measures. 
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Chapter 7 Content Analysis Results 

Overall, the total number of performance measures across the nine departments m 2002/03 

increased by 83 compared to that of 2001/02. The overall percentage mcrease in the total 

number of performance measures over the two year period was 4.41%, with individual 

departinents having a rate of change in the total number of performance measures over the 

two year period ranging from -14.46% (Departinent of Education and Training) to +5.00% 

(Department of Treasury and Finance). 

It should be noted that the number of performance measures in some departments decreased 

because some outputs, which contained a number of performance measures, had been 

transfened between departments. Specifically, the Employment Services ou^ut, including 17 

performance measures, was fransferred from the Department of Education and Training to the 

Department of hmovation. Industry and Regional Development. As a result, there was a large 

decrease in the total number of performance measures for the Department of Education and 

Training. 

Additionally, three outputs (namely: Sport, Recreation and Racing; Tourism; and Melbourne 

2006 Commonwealth Games), which included 84 performance measures, were tiansferred 

from the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development to the Department of 

Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games. Further, the Major Public Construction and 

Land Development output, which included 12 performance measures, was tiansferred from 

the Department of Innovation, Industiy and Regional Development to the Department of 

hifrastracture. As a result, there was a noticeable decrease in the total number of performance 

measures for the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development. 

In summary, this study found that, on tiie whole, there was a small increase (4.41%) in the 

quantity of performance measures in the Victorian budget papers over tiie two year period 

from the year 2001 to 2002. Thus, it can be concluded that tiiere was high stabiHty in the total 

number of performance measures over time. This result confradicts tiie findmg of Carlin and 

Guthrie (2001a) tiiat there was a high overall growtii rate (32.5%) in the total number of 

performance measures in tiie Victorian budget papers over tiie three year period from the year 

1999 to 2001. 
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In the next sections the survival rates and novelty rates resultmg from the latent content 

analysis will be discussed. Table 7.3 presents tiie summary results of the survival rate and 

novelty rate (excluding cost measures) separately for each of the nine departments as well as 

the overall survival rate and novelty rate of performance measures contained in the 2001/02 

and 2002/03 Victorian budget papers. The frill content analysis results of the novelty and 

survival rates for every output of the nine departments were tabulated and are presented in 

Appendix 4. 

1.3.2 Survival Rate 

As stated earlier, to enable the calculation of the survival rate of the Department of Tourism, 

Sport and the Commonwealth Games using 2001/02 as the base year, the number of 

performance measures for the year 2001/02 (78 performance measures) were exfracted from 

the Department of hmovation. Industry and Regional Development and reported in the 

Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games for the year 2001/02 (see 

Table 7.3). 

The content analysis of performance measures revealed that overall there was a low survival 

rate of performance measures contained in the 2001/02 budget papers (see Table 7.3). On the 

whole, three quarters (75.54%) of performance measures survived and continued to be 

reported in the 2002/03 budget papers. The survival rates of the nine departments ranged from 

53.52% (Department of Treasury and Finance) to 100.00% (Department of Tourism, Sport 

and the Commonwealth Games). The low stirvival rate of performance measures found in this 

study is consistent witii the results of Carlm and Guthrie (2001a) and tiie Pubhc Accounts and 

Estimates Committee (2001). As low survival rates were observed, m many cfrcimistances 

performance measures were reported in the form of target data without the actual outcomes 

data. The inability to compare the target and actual outcomes indicated the weakness of the 

budget system in Victoria with reference to performance evaluation. This will lead to a lack of 

accountability in the budgetary system. 
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Table 13: Summary of the Results of the Survival Rates and Novelty Rates 

Departments 

Department of 
Education and 
Training 
Department of 
Human Services 
Department of 
Infrastructure 
Dqjartment of 
Innovation, 
Industry 
and Regional 
Development 
Department of 
Justice 
Department of 
Natural Resources 
and Environment 
Department of 
Premier and 
Cabinet 
Department of 
Tourism, Sport and 
the Commonwealth 
Games 
Department of 
Treasury and 
Finance 

x^wt^m^''' 

Number of Performance Measures in the Victorian Budeet Papers 

2001/02 
(Quantity 

Quality 
Timeliness 
Measures) 

149 

198 

245 

265 

185 

251 

117 

78**** 

213 

^VfYfiTt" *̂" 

2002/03 
(Quantity 

Quality 
Timeliness 
Measures) 

126 

211 

249 

228 

171 

265 

124 

108 

226 

"'^1708 

Withdrawn 
Performance 

Measures 

55 

28 

51 

99 

37 

78 

28 

0 

99 

475 

Unchanged 
Performance 

Measures 

94 

170 

194 

166 

148 

173 

89 

78 

114 

1226 

New 
Performance 
Measures* 

32 

41 

55 

62 

23 

92 

35 

30 

112 

482 

Survival 
Rate 

(%)** 

63.09 

85.86 

79.18 

62.64 

80.00 

68.92 

76.07 

100.00 

53.52 

15M 

Novelty 
Rate 

(%)*** 

25.40 

19.43 

22.09 

27.19 

13.45 

34.72 

28.23 

27.78 

49.56 

28.22 

* The number of new performance measures resulting from the latent content analysis 
** Survival Rate (%) = Number of unchanged measures X 100 

Total number of perfonnance measures in the 2001/02 budget papers 

**• Novelty Rate (%) = Number ofnevy measures for 2002/03 compared with those for 2001/02 x 100 
Total number of performance measures in the 2002/03 budget papers 

**** To enable the calculation of the survival rate of the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth 
Games using 2001/02 as the base year, 78 quantity, quality and timeliness performance measures extracting from 
the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development, were reported in the Department of Tourism, 
Sport and the Commonwealth Games for the year 2001/02. 

7-3.3 Novelty Rate 

Overall tiiere was a high novelty rate of performance measures contamed in the 2002/03 

'>udget papers (see Table 7.3). On the whole, shghtiy more than a quarter (28.22%) of 

performance measures was initiated in the 2002/03 budget papers. The novelty rates of the 

^e departinents ranged from 13.45% (Departinent of Justice) to 49.56% (Department of 

Treasury and Finance). The high novelty rate of performance measures found in tiiis stiidy is 
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consistent with tiie results of Carlin and Gutiirie (2001a). As high novelty rates were 

observed, performance measures were reported without the actual outcomes data. Further, 

because of the early pubhcation of performance information in the budget papers, when new 

performance measures are initiated in the budget papers, tiie actual outcomes data might not 

be available for up to two years. As performance information cannot be used to compare 

target and actual results, it is unlikely that performance will be assessed. This will restrict the 

performance evaluation and the accountability process in Victorian budgetary system. 

7.4 Summary 

The empirical investigation of performance measures in the 2001/02 and 2002/03 Victorian 

budget papers indicated that on the whole, there was only a small increase (4.41%) in the 

quantity of performance measures over the two year period. Therefore, there is high stability 

of performance measures over time in terms of the total number of perfonnance measures. 

However, this finding must be regarded cautiously because a small change in the quantity of 

performance measures alone is inadequate to verify the consistency of the presentation of 

perfonnance measures over time. Specifically, because existing performance measures might 

be eliminated or new performance measures may be initiated, the survival rates and novelty 

rates were also examined in this study. Overall, the results demonstiated a surprismgly low 

survival rate (75.54%) and a high novelty rate (28.22%) of performance measures in the 

2001/02 and 2002/03 Victorian budget papers respectively, over the two year period studied. 

The low survival rate and high novelty rate of performance measures indicated ^hat there was 

a high mconsistency in the presentation of performance measures. 

As a resuh of havmg low survival rates and high novelty rates, m many circumstances the 

perfonnance data were reported only in the form of targets without tiie actual performance 

data. The empirical analysis revealed that no actual data for many performance measures were 

available to enable a comparison and evaluation of performance targets agamst actual 

outcomes. This findmg raises a question about whether performance evaluation m Victorian 

govemment departinents can be performed effectively. This leads to further questions about 

the current accountability system of Victorian govemment departinents. 

Whilst tiiere had not been significant growth in the total quantity of performance measures, 

users of budget papers were still unable to compare tiie corresponding performance measures 

of the different years and tiie actiial and target performance data of performance measures 
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over time. This is because the performance measures were frequently discontinued or initiated 

for consecutive years. The content analysis finding also supports the survey finding (Table 

5.17), where it was found that approximately half (48.3%) of the respondents had a negative 

view regarding the consistency of the presentation of performance information over time. The 

results from both content analysis and the survey indicated that in practice, performance 

information in Victoria budget papers lacked the comparability qualitative characteristic, as 

proposed by SAC3 (AARF 1990c), especially in terms of the consistency of the presentation 

of performance measures over time. This finding is supported by the concem raised in the 

public hearings on the review of the accmal budget document, including budget papers and 

performance information, for enhancing the format and content of the budget documents, 

organised by the Joint Committee of Public Accounts and Audit (2001, p. 16): 

"...with performance measures. We feel that, although the performance measures at a lot of the 
jurisdictional levels are improving, there is a fair way to go to improve those performance measures to 
ensure that you have consistency from period to period..." 

The lack of this quality points to a critical weakness in the Victorian budget papers in 

providing performance information that is usefiil to the budget paper users, and which assists 

users to make or evaluate decisions. Therefore, the claimed benefit that OBB would enhance 

accountability in the public sector by providing superior output performance information, was 

not substantiated by the content analysis and survey findings. In the next chapter conclusions, 

implications and recommendations of the present study will be outlined. 
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

8.1 Introduction 

In tills chapter summaries and conclusions of the main findings of the survey 

questionnau-e are presented in relation to the two research questions and six 

propositions. The main findings of the content analysis are also reviewed. Three 

implications are discussed: theoretical imphcations; methodology implications; and 

practical implications. Normative frameworks are also provided regarding the reporting 

of performance information in the budget papers as well as the implementation of OBB 

in govemment departments. Finally, the significant contributions and limitations of this 

study as well as areas for fiirther research are identified. 

8.2 Research Summary 

As discussed in Chapter 1, the main aim of this study was to assess the usefiilness of 

OBB in practice within Victorian govemment departments in terms of the usefiilness of 

information generated by OBB within the 2002/03 Victorian budget papers and the 

consequences of using OBB in the Victorian public sector. To achieve the main aim of 

this study, two research questions were developed. First, how useful is the information 

generated by OBB within the Victorian budgetpapers? Secondly, what have been the 

consequences of using OBB in Victorian government departments? These two 

questions were answered by testing six propositions which were evaluated using survey 

questionnake data. The theoretical framework used as a basis for a discussion of the 

usefiilness of information generated by OBB, was the decision-usefiilness model as it is 

reflected in tiie Statements of Accounting Concepts, with particular reference to SACs 2 

and 3. For the discussion of the consequences of using OBB in the public sector, the 

budget process model and the OBB concepts were used as the theoretical bases. The 

research data for this study were collected using a mail survey questionnake and the 

content analysis of tiie 2001/02 and 2002/03 Victorian budget papers. 

hi summary, this study achieved its ten specific aims as outiined in Chapter 1. The first 

aim was to examine tiie usefiilness of the budget papers in terms of the usefiilness of 

items within tiie budget papers, tiie output performance information, and tiie total output 
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cost uiformation. The survey results m Table 5.13 revealed tiiat most items in tiie 

budget papers were not very usefiil to users. On tiie whole, the respondents perceived 

that each item in the budget papers was moderately usefiil, with tiie mean scores of tiie 

usefiihiess of various items in the budget papers ranging from 2.75 to 3.46 on a scale of 

1 to 5. Users rated the statistical performance information as being the most usefiil item 

witii a mean score of 3.46, and the Treasurer's speech as being the least useful item with 

a mean score of 2.75. 

For the usefiilness of various types of performance measures, the cost measure was the 

most usefiil performance measure and the timeliness measure was the least usefiil 

performance measure (Table 5.15). Further, less than half (40.5%) of tiie respondents 

were satisfied with the overall quality of performance information in the budget papers 

(Table 5.17). Therefore, there is a great opportimity for improving the quality of 

performance information in the budget papers in order to better satisfy users. Moreover, 

the survey data showed that performance information in the Victorian budget papers 

considered in accordance with SAC3 was generally not comparable, not highly relevant 

and not very reliable for users. However, it was understandable by users (Table 5.17). 

Given an absence of a number of qualitative characteristics of performance information 

in accordance with the SAC3, the role of budget papers to discharge accountabiUty is 

h i ^ y questionable. 

Regarding the quality of total output cost information, whilst the total output cost 

infonnation in the Victorian budget papers considered in accordance with SAC3 was 

generally uiiusable, not comparable and not highly relevant to users, it was to some 

extent understandable and rehable (Table 5.24). 

The survey results in respect of the qualitative characteristics of performance 

information were sunilar to those of the total output cost mfonnation. According to the 

results of mean scores' ranking m Tables 5.17 and 5.24, tiiis stiidy found tiiat tiie 

understandability characteristic was tiie qualitative characteristic that best satisfied 

budget paper users, followed by reliability; relevance; and comparability. Overall, these 

findings suggest that performance and total output cost infonnation in the budget papers 

noticeably lacked tiie comparability characteristic. Particularly, the survey data in 

Tables 5.17 and 5.24 revealed frequent occurrences of non-compliance witii SAC3. 
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Additionally, anotiier significant issue arismg from tiiis study was tiie lack of usability 

of total output cost mformation. hi view of the lack of the usability characteristic, the 

usefiilness of information is highly questionable. These findings suggest that present 

budget papers, to a large extent, do not meet the objective of providing usefiil 

information for decision making. There is clearly an urgent need for departments to 

review the quality of thefr performance information. Furtiier, without highly reliable 

information, there is also the question of whether the present budget papers are 

misleading rather than informative for budget papers users. 

The second aim of this study was to investigate the readership and the comprehension 

difficulties of various items in the Victorian budget papers from the user's perspective. 

On the whole, this study found that users did not thoroughly read each item in the 

budget papers. The mean scores for the thorough reading of various items in the budget 

papers ranged from 2.70 to 3.57 on a scale of 1 to 5. The reason that respondents did not 

thoroughly read some items in the budget papers might be because they had difficulty in 

understanding those items or they perceived that those items were not useful. Survey 

data demonstiated that exactly half (50%) of the respondents reported having difficulty 

understanding various items in the budget papers. According to the percentage ranking, 

users indicated that the financial statement was the most difficult item (24.7%) and the 

Treasurer's speech was the least difficult item for budget paper users (2.2%) (see Table 

5.12). All financial and statistical items were rated ahead of descriptive items as bemg 

more difficult to understand for budget paper users. These findings supported the 

findmgs of the usefiihiess of items in budget papers (see mean scores' rankmg in Table 

5.13). As respondents mdicated that financial and statistical items (i.e. the financial 

statements, the statistical performance information and the output cost information) 

were more difficult to understand than descriptive items (i.e. the descriptive 

contribution of outputs to department objectives, tiie descriptive explanation of outputs, 

and the descriptive contiibution of outputs to govemment outcomes), they rated 

financial and statistical items (i.e. the financial statements and tiie output cost 

information) as bemg less usefiil than descriptive items. Further, the bivariate analysis 

results in Table 6.7 demonstiated that there is a strong conelation between the difficulty 

of some items in tiie budget papers and their usefulness. In particular, the 

comprehension difficulties in the financial statements and the output cost infomiation 

items affected the perceived usefiilness of those items. 
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In conclusion, the budget papers are currentiy not effective m communicating with users 

because they are presently, at best, not tiioroughly read and usefiil to users. Further, 

some items such as financial statements and statistical performance mformation were 

difficult for users to imderstand. These findings suggest that current budget papers are 

not very usefiil to users. It was argued m Chapter 3 that usefiilness should be the 

primary objective of financial reporting. Therefore, the people who prepare budget 

papers should find a way to improve these papers by increasing the quality of 

performance information and the total output cost information. 

The third aim was to examine the purposes for using the budget papers. This study 

found that the accountability purpose was the most common purpose of public official 

users for using budget papers (76.3%) and that other purposes were the least common 

purpose (25.8%)(see Table 5.10). This finding suggests that the purposes identified by 

SAC2 (AARF 1990b) quite adequately represented the purposes given by public 

officials for using the budget papers. Nevertheless, the application of SAC2 to the 

public sector may have failed in assisting public official users of the budget papers to 

evaluate and make decisions about the allocation of resources. Only one-thkd of the 

respondents specified that they used the budget papers for the purposes of "evaluating 

decisions about the allocation of resources" (36.6%) and for "making decisions about 

the allocation of resources" (32.3%). 

The fourth, fifth and sixtii aims of tiie stiidy were to examine tiie relationships between 

the usefiilness of information m the budget papers and a number of variables: tiie 

readership; tiie comprehension difficulties; the purposes for using tiie budget papers; tiie 

qualitative characteristics of information; and the personal characteristics of the users. 

The bivariate analysis of the relationship between these variables based on the results of 

the Chi-square statistic test fiilfilled these three aims. The results of this test will be 

summarised m Sections 8.3.1, 8.3.2 and 8.3.3 under tiie summary of tiie proposition-

testing for Research Question 1. 

The seventh ami was to explore the general knowledge and understanding of public 

officials about the OBB systems and performance measures. The results of the 

descriptive analysis revealed that the majority of the respondents (91.5%) could be 

classified into the high knowledge group, obtaining at least 50% correct answers. Thus, 
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it can be concluded that overall, public officials had a good understanding of tiie key 

terms and concepts of OBB and performance information as defined by the AARF 

(1990b); tiie VDTF (1997b); tiie Commonwealtii Department of Finance and 

Admmisfration (1998); and the SCRCSSP (1999). Nevertheless, tiie results in Table 5.3 

demonsfrate that most respondents incorrectly answered two questions regarding the 

definitions of outputs (74.7%) and OBB (72.1%). This raises questions about the 

effectiveness of tiie unplementation of the OBB systems and the manner in which the 

OBB is implemented. It is possible that misimderstandmg the budgetary concept might 

decelerate the effectiveness and successfiil implementation of OBB systems in Victorian 

govemment departments. 

The eighth aim was to investigate the consequences of using OBB in Victorian 

govemment departments in order to validate the claimed benefits of OBB regarding the 

improvement of decision making, accountability and organisational operations. This 

aim was accomplished based on the results of the descriptive analysis, crosstabulations, 

and the Chi-square statistic test. A summary of the results for this aim will be presented 

in Section 8.4 imder the summary of the proposition-testing for Research Question 2. 

The ninth aim, to identify factors affecting the use of performance information in 

Victorian departments, was achieved by a multivariate analysis based on the results of 

the logistic regression. It was found that the only variable affecting the use or non-use 

of performance infonnation at the 95% confidence level was the variable, checking for 

accuracy of performance measures, with the statistically significant Wald statistic value 

of 0.006 (Tabic 6.32). Therefore, it can be concluded that if performance measures were 

checked for accuracy, public official users would be likely to use performance 

information generated by OBB. 

The final ami of this study was to evaluate the comparability qualitative characteristic 

of output performance measures. This aim was achieved based on the results of the 

content analysis of all perfonnance measures in tiie 2001/02 and 2002/03 Victorian 

budget papers of tiie nine Victorian departinents. The results of the content analysis will 

be summarised in Section 8.5 under the summary of the results of the content analysis. 

The next section will present a surmnary of the survey results of proposition-testmg. 
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83 A Summary of the Results of Research Question 1: The Usefuhiess of 

Information Generated by OBB withm Budget Papers 

Three propositions were tested to answer Research Question 1 relating to the usefiilness 

of budget papers, in particular the items within the budget papers, tiie output 

performance information, and the total output cost uiformation. The major findings and 

conclusions of each proposition are summarised in the following sections. 

8.3.1 The Usefulness of Items within the Budget Papers 

hi conclusion, the bivariate analysis results based on the Chi-square test support 

Proposition 1 that there is a relationship between the perceived usefiilness of items 

vidthin the budget papers and four variables: (a) the readerships of items within the 

budget papers: the financial statements, the descriptive explanation of outputs, and the 

descriptive contribution of outputs to govemment outcomes; (b) the comprehension 

difficulties of the financial statements and the output cost information; (c) the purposes 

for using the budget papers: for making decisions about the allocation of resources, to 

evaluate decisions about the allocation of resources, and other purposes; and (d) the 

personal characteristics of the users such as age, the completion of a formal course of 

study in accounting, and responsibility or principal task. Nevertheless, the r^ults in 

Table 6.7 indicate that there was no relationship between the frequency of use of budget 

papers and any of the four groups of the above variables. 

The important findings are summarised below. 

1. The usefiihiess of the Treasurer's Speech was not influenced by readership; 

comprehension difficulties; the purposes for using the budget papers; and the personal 

characteristics of the users. 

2. The usefiilness oi the financial statements was a fiinction of the readership; the 

comprehension difficulties; tiie purposes for using the budget papers; and the personal 

characteristics, (i.e., age; the completion of a formal course of study in accounting; and 

responsibility or principal task). 

2.1 Users who thoroughly read the financial statements item tended to perceive that 

financial statements were usefiil. 

2.2 Users who had comprehension difficulties with the financial statements tended 

to perceive that this item was not usefiil. 
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2.3 Users who used budget papers for the purpose of making and evaluating 

decisions about the allocation of resources tended to report that the financial 

statements were useful. On the other hand, users who used the budget papers for 

otiier purposes tended to indicate that the financial statements were not usefiil. 

2.4 Older users tended to indicate that the financial statements were not usefiil. 

2.5 Users who had completed a formal course of study in accounting tended to 

report that the financial statements were useful. 

2.6 Users who had responsibility or had a principal task in the area of finance, 

budgeting, and accounting tended to report that the financial statements were 

usefiil. On the other hand, users who had responsibility in the area of policy and 

plarming as well as performance review or evaluation tended to report that the 

financial statements were not usefiil. 

3. The usefiilness of the statistical performance information was a fiinction of the 

completion of a formal course of study in accounting. Users who had completed a 

formal course of study in accounting tended to find that the statistical performance 

information was usefiil. 

4. The usefiilness of the descriptive explanation of outputs was a fimction of the 

readership and the purposes for using the budget papers. Users who read this item 

thoroughly tended to discover that it was usefiil. Further, users who used the descriptive 

explanation of outputs for the purpose of making decisions about the allocation of 

resources tended to find that this item was usefiil. 

5. The usefiilness oi Ote descriptive contribution of outputs to department objectives 

was a fimction of the purposes for usmg the budget papers. Users who used the 

descriptive contiibution of outputs to department objectives for evaluating decisions 

about tiie allocation of resources tended to find that this item was usefiil. 

6. The usefiilness oithe descriptive contribution of outputs to government outcomes 

was a fimction of the readership. Users who thoroughly read tiie descriptive contribution 

of outputs to govemment outcomes tended to discover that it was usefiil. 

7. The usefiilness of the output cost information was a fimction of the 

comprehension difficulties and the purposes for using the budget papers. Users who had 

difficulty understanding the output cost information tended to report that this item was 

not usefiil. Further, users who used the budget papers for evaluating decisions about the 

allocation of resources tended to find that the output cost information was usefiil. 
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These findings have unportant implications for people who prepare or set standards for 

financial reports because they have an obligation to report usefiil mformation to all 

users, not just a select few. Therefore, people who prepare financial reports must 

experiment with altemative methods to achieve this important goal. Practically, they 

should consider these four factors: the readership; the comprehension difficulties; the 

purposes for using the budget papers; and the personal characteristics of users when 

they provide information to different users. 

5.3.2 The Usefulness of Ouput Performance Information 

Overall, the bivariate analysis results based on the Chi-square test support Proposition 2 

that there is a relationship between the usefiilness of output performance information, in 

terms of the usefiilness of various types of performance measures and the frequency of 

use of various types of performance measures, and (a) the purposes for using the budget 

papers to make and evaluate decisions about the allocation of resources; (b) the 

qualitative characteristics of performance information, that is, relevance, reliability, 

comparability, and understandability; and (c) the personal characteristics of the users 

such as length of time in the current or a similar job, and responsibility or principal task 

(see Table 6.15). 

8.3.3 The Usefulness of Toted Output Cost Information 

The bivariate analysis results based on the Chi-square test support Proposition 3 that 

there is a relationship between the usefiilness of the total output cost information in 

terms of the usefiihiess of cost measures as well as the frequency of use of cost 

measures, and (a) the purposes for using the budget papers to make and evaluate 

decisions about tiie allocation of resources; and (b) a qualitative characteristic of the 

total output cost information, relevance. There was no evidence that the usefiilness of 

the total output cost information, botii in terms of the usefiilness of cost measures and 

the frequency of use of cost measures, was related to any of the personal characteristics 

of the users (see Table 6.18) 

8.3.4 Conclusion 

hnportantiy, tiie bivariate analysis confirms that the perceived usefiilness of the budget 

papers and tiie information witiiin it, are related to the readership; the comprehension 

difficulties; the purposes of using the budget papers, the qualitative characteristics of 
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information; and some of personal characteristics. Thus, knowmg more about the nature 

of tiie users, tiie purpose for which the mformation is bemg used, and tiie qualitative 

characteristics of information can contribute to enhancing the usefulness of the 

information. 

8.4 A Summary of the Results of Research Question 2: The Consequences of Using 

OBB in the Public Sector 

Three propositions were tested to answer Research Question 2. The major findings and 

conclusions of each proposition are presented in the following sections. 

8.4.1 The Impact of OBB on Decision Making 

Most of the survey data supported Proposition 4 that OBB has an impact on decision 

making. This study foxmd that a majority of public officials (77.8%) used performance 

information generated by OBB especially for performance evaluation (62.4%) (see 

Tables 5.18 and 5.19). Further, as reported in Table 5.25, most respondents indicated 

that OBB increased their awareness of cost (62.6%) and provided a means of estimating 

the cost consequences of expanding or confracting any outputs (54.4%). Moreover, 

ahnost half of the respondents indicated that the output stmcture provided a clearer idea 

about the costs of products and services than the program stmcture (48.4%)). This means 

that OBB and the output stmcture were used and perceived as a usefiil means for 

decision making regarding the costs of products and services, mcluding the cost 

consequence of confractmg outputs. One of the aims of OBB is to encourage 

management to focus its budget allocation decision on outputs rather than inputs. About 

half of tiie respondents reported that management focused more on outputs than on tiie 

use of resources (49.5%)). Therefore, OBB had an impact on decision making because it 

had changed the focus of most managers so as to be based on outputs. Therefore, this 

study concludes that OBB has an unpact on decision making in those aspects. 

Nevertheless, on the whole, the survey findings suggested tiiat significant allocation and 

reallocation of resources did not occur through the use of OBB. One way to measure the 

usefuhiess of a budget system is to determme the extent to which it shifts financial 

resources of the organisation from one area to another. Less than half (40.0%) of tiie 

respondents indicated that the use of OBB resulted in the reallocation of resources (see 

Table 5.25). Further, only about two-fifths of the respondents reported that performance 
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infonnation and total output cost information mfluenced their decisions about tiie 

allocation of resources (such as fimding approvals) (see Tables 5.17 and 5.24). 

Anotiier measure of the usefulness of a budget system is the extent to which costs are 

cut or saved as a result of using the system. Many respondents (45.1%) mdicated that 

the use of OBB did not lead to cost cutting and cost saving. This survey result suggests 

that OBB tended not to be usefiil in cutting and saving costs. Based on these two 

imperfect measures of usefulness, it might be argued that OBB had only a minor impact 

on the decision making of public officials regarding resource allocation decisions and 

cost cutting and savings. 

8.4.2 The Impact of OBB on Accountability 

On the whole, the results obtained by the survey questioimaire partly support the 

proposition that the use of OBB enhances accountability. Most survey data supported 

the proposition that the use of OBB enhanced/>u6/zc accountability. However, it did not 

strongly support the proposition that management accountability was stiengthened with 

the infroduction of OBB. 

For the present study accoimtability was considered in two aspects: public 

accountability and management accountability. First, the issue oi public accountability 

was considered in respect to the integrity of the performance information and the 

responsibility for outputs and performance reporting. The issue of performance audits is 

important from the pomt of view of accountability (Glynn and Murphy 1996). This is 

because departments c '̂nnot confirm the validity or integrity of thefr performance 

information if the data are not subjected to an audit. 

Accordmg to the survey results, most respondents indicated that performance measures 

in tiiefr organisations were checked for accuracy (75.6%) (see Table 5.22); performance 

audits by extemal auditors had been undertaken in their organisations (69.2%) (see 

Table 5.21); and corrective action had been taken in thefr organisations when tiiere was 

a variance between budgeted and actual performance measures (67.0%)). Therefore, 

these findings supported the integrity of performance information in Victorian 

departments and lend support to the proposition that OBB enhances public 

accountability. 
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Further, this study found that most respondents had a positive perception to most of 

statements representing the unpact of OBB on public accountability (see Table 5.29). hi 

conclusion, as a result of having integrity of performance information, a clearer 

responsibility of outputs, clearer views of performance measures to assess outputs, an 

mcreased awareness of better performance and outcomes evaluation, as well as a clear 

view of who was accotmtable for measuring and reporting performance, tiie proposition 

that the use of OBB enhanced public accountability was supported. 

Second, management accountability was considered in respect to the volume of 

budgetary documentation and the time given to consider the budget. Approximately half 

of the respondents responded that departments were faced with a significant increase in 

the volume of information in budgetary documents (54.4%) but dfrectors and managers 

did not have more time to consider the budget (46.2%) (see Table 5.29). As a result of 

not having more time to consider the budget but having to deal with a greater volume of 

budgetary documentation, management was unlikely to thoroughly read information 

provided in budgetary documents and might have fewer questions about the budgets. 

Consequently, it was unlikely that management would be more accountable as a result 

8.4.3 The Impact of OBB on Organisational Operations 

The survey results suggested that OBB had a minor positive impact on the 

organisational operations of govemment departments. This is because most respondents 

perceived that OBB had not been effective or had little impact on most of the issues 

regarding the improvement of organisational operations. 

The survey results indicated that OBB appeared to increase the involvement of top 

management rather tiian lower level management in the budget formulation process (see 

Table 5.31). Almost half (46.7%) of tiie respondents mdicated that lower level 

management had not become more involved m the budget formulation process. One 

measure of the worth of a budget system is the extent to which it gets more employees 

involved m tiie budget process (Herzlinger 1979; Schick and Hatiy 1982). Thus, the 

lack of lower-level management involvement in the budget formulation found m this 

study is of considerable concem. 
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Many respondents also indicated tiiat OBB had increased tiiefr workloads (46.8%) and 

traming related to outputs and outcomes specification was not provided for employees 

at all levels in their organisations (59.4%), To assist employees to become familiar witii 

a new budgetary system and learn how to make it operational, fraiiung is an important 

part of facilitating the unplementation process. Therefore, a lack of training may 

contribute to the unsuccessful implementation of OBB in govemment departments. 

Further, about half of the respondents specified that OBB had not been very effective or 

effective in improving organisational operations with respect to reducing/eliminating 

ineffective services/products; reducing duplicated activities or services; improving 

responsiveness to customers; and improving outputs/service quality (see Table 5.36). 

Thus, the claim that the infroduction of OBB assists in the improvement of 

organisational operations is not substantiated by most of the data. 

Additionally, respondents indicated some problems with the implementation of OBB. 

Half of the respondents (50.0%) reported that "defining appropriate performance 

measures" had been a significant problem in their organisations. This finding raises a 

question about the quaiity% in particularihe accuracy, and the usefiilness of performance 

measures in the budget papers provided by the departments. Moreover, many 

respondents (44.0%) indicated that "specifying outcomes" had also been a significant 

problem in their organisations. If outcomes carmot be identified or are inaccurately 

presented, it is unlikely that the government's desired outcomes and community needs 

will be achieved. Consequentiy, value for money is not enhanced. Thus, this study 

concludes tiiat OBB had a minor positive impact on the organisational operations of 

govemment departments. 

However, most respondents believed that OBB had a positive impact on thefr 

organisational operations in some areas. As reported in Table 5.32, most respondents 

reported that tiiey had a better understanding of govemment operations and the outputs 

to be produced or delivered because of OBB (61.5%)) and that OBB improved 

organisational operations by linking the budget and performance over time (59.8%). 

Additionally, many respondents indicated that OBB was not too complex and difficuh 

to operate (57.6%) and it did not require changes in their organisational stiiictures to 

align it with the output stinictiire (45.7%). Commonly, organisational change can be 
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problematic and if enforced from tiie top, it can create resistance to the infroduction of 

OBB. As OBB was not too difficult to operate and departments generally had not 

changed thefr organisational stinctiire, it is possible that OBB can be operated in 

govemment departments without significant resistance from employees. 

8.4.4 The Overall Usefulness of OBB 

One way to measure the perceived overall usefulness of a budget system is to examine 

whetiier organisations plan to continue to use tiie budgeting system. If management 

perceives a benefit m using OBB or finds OBB useful, presumably management will 

contmue to use OBB. Following this assumption, as a majority of respondents (90.0%)) 

indicated that their departments should continue OBB (see Table 5.38), it may be 

concluded that departments in general found OBB usefiil. However, most respondents 

(74.4%) stated that their departments should continue to use OBB with some 

modifications. Further, one-tenth (10%) of the respondents perceived that their 

departments should discontinue the use of OBB. 

These findings raise questions about why OBB needs to be modified and what are the 

features of OBB that need to be modified? The present study did not examine v/hy 

respondents would like to modify or discontinue the OBB system. These questions offer 

an opportunity for future research to identify what areas in govemment departments 

need to be improved and modified in order to effectively continue OBB and 

successfiilly achieve the benefits claimed for this budgeting system. 

Whilst the reasons for discontinuing OBB are beyond the scope of this study, there are 

seme possible explanations. First, respondents who saw no perceivable benefits from 

the system but reported an increase in their workload, appeared to have sound reasons 

for desiring a modification of tiie system. Further, it is possible that some respondents 

would like their departments to discontinue the use of OBB because tiiey feh that tiie 

disadvantages such as cost were greater than the benefits received. The crosstabulation 

results support this argument. In particular, this study found that the public officials who 

indicated that tiiefr departments should discontinue the use of OBB tended to perceive 

that the benefits of OBB were not greater than its costs, or were undecided about 

whetiier the benefits of OBB were greater than its costs. Additionally, the survey 

results, after collapsing the adjacent highest two categories, revealed that few 
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respondents (14.1%») reported that the benefits of OBB were not greater than its costs 

(Table 5.33). As few respondents indicated that the costs of OBB were greater tiian its 

benefits, there appeared to be a small number of respondents who perceived that their 

departinents should discontinue the use of OBB. 

8.4.5 Conclusion 

The results of this study indicated that OBB did not have a significant impact on 

govemment departments. According to the mean score values on the scale of 1 to 5, the 

respondents to the survey seemed to find OBB not significantly useful in improving 

organisational operations (mean score = 2.99); assisting in decision making (mean score 

= 3,15); or enhancing accountability (mean score = 3.25) (see Tables 5.31, 5.25, and 

5.29 respectively). Further, according to the mean scores' ranking, respondents 

indicated that the most effective consequence of using OBB was the impact on decision 

making (mean score = 3.02), followed by the impact on accountability (mean score = 

2,57) and the impact on organisational operations (mean score = 2.47) (see Table 5.36). 

However, these results should be carefiilly interpreted because mean scores for each 

impact are approximately equal to or lower than 3.00. This means that on average, most 

respondents were imdecided or tended to have a negative perception that OBB had 

neither been usefiil nor very effective in thefr organisations. 

8.5 A Summary of the Results of the Content Analysis: The Consistency of the 

Presentation of Performance Information in the Victorian Budget Papers 

On tiie whole, this study found that the quantity of performance measures, observed in 

tiie manifest content analysis, of nine departments in the Victorian budget papers over 

tiie two year period from the year 2001 to 2002 had been slightiy mcreased (4.41%). 

Nevertheless, tiiis study found a low survival rate (75.54%) and a high novelty rate 

(28.22%) from the latent content analysis of the perfonnance measures of tiie mne 

departments. Whilst there was a high stability in the total number of performance 

measures over tune, the presentation of performance measures did not provide 

comparable data over time because of tiie low survival rate and high novelty rate of 

performance measures. 

This study concludes that there was a high inconsistency in the presentation of 

performance measures over time because of the high number of performance measures 

bemg iiutiated or eliminated in the consecutive years. As a result of having low survival 
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rates and high novelty rates, in many cfrcumstances the performance data were reported 

only in the form of targets. Given that no actual performance data are provided, 

performance information cannot be used to evaluate performance by comparing the 

target and the actual data. Consequently, performance information will not be usefiil in 

facilitating performance eveduation, improving performance or enhancing accountability. 

This content analysis finding is consistent with the survey finding that about half of the 

respondents (48.3%)) strongly disagreed or disagreed that the presentation of 

performance information was consistent over time (Table 5.17). It can be concluded that 

the inconsistency of the presentation of performance measures does not enable the 

comparability of performance data over time. According to SAC3 (AARF 1990c), 

consistency over time is one of key characteristics that financial reporting should 

possess. Consequently, it may reasonably be assumed to also be a key requfrement of 

budget presentation. However, the content analysis and the smvey findings indicate that 

in practice, the quality of the comparability qualitative characteristic in terms of the 

consistency of the presentation of performance measures over time did not satisfy SAC3 

requirements. Therefore, tiie claimed benefit that OBB provided superior performance 

information which would lead to better decision making and enhancing accountability 

in the public sector was not significantiy verified by both tiie survey and content 

analysis data. 

8.6 Implications of the Study 

This stiidy has a number of important imphcations in the areas of financial reporting 

and public sector budgetfrig systems in state govemments. hi tiie following sections, 

three types of implications are discussed: theoretical implications; methodological 

imphcations; and practical implications. 

8.6.1 Theoretical Implications 

The tiieoretical imphcations for govemment budget papers are discussed in respect of 

tiie decision-usefiilness model reflected in SAC2 and SAC3. As for the theoretical 

imphcations in tiie area of pubhc sector budgeting systems, two theoretical frameworks 

were discussed: the budget process model and the OBB concepts. 

276 



Chapter 8 Conclusions. Implications and Recommendations 

8.6.1.1 Theoretical Implications for Financial Reporting 

As stated earUer, govemment departments are requfred to prepare financial disclosures 

accordmg to reporting requfrements such as the accounting conceptual framework. 

However, such legitimate reportmg requirements do not exist for departments when 

preparing the output performance uiformation in the budget papers. This study therefore 

adopted the Statement of Accounting Concepts, specifically, SAC2 (AARF 1990b) and 

SAC3 (AARF 1990c), as the frames of reference for the discussion of the purposes for 

using the budget papers and the quality of performance information within the budget 

papers. 

The findings of this study extend the validity or invalidity of the decision-usefulness 

model and the Statements of Accounting Concepts in four specific ways. 

First, findings from the survey questioimaire support the validity of the purposes of 

using financial reporting identified by S AC2 as also being relevant to budgeting. This is 

because the reasons for using the budget papers in accordance with SAC2 are for the 

most part those given by the public official users. However, according to the decision-

usefiilness model, this study foimd that information within the budget papers did not 

quite adequately meet the needs of public official users in assisting them to evaluate and 

make decisions about the allocation of resources as proposed by SAC2. 

Second, in practice, this study found that the qualities of performance information and 

the total output cost mformation in the budget papers were not in accordance witii 

SAC3 (AARF 1990c). Also, the findings m this study clearly suggested the lack of a 

comparability characteristic both for performance information and the total output cost 

information in tiie budget papers. Further, in view of the decision-usefulness model, this 

stiidy found tiiat less than half of tiie respondents were satisfied with the overall quality 

of performance uiformation and tiie total output cost information m the budget papers. 

Therefore, the budget papers currently do not on tiie whole provide usefiil performance 

infonnation and total output cost mformation to meet tiie needs of most public official 

users. 

Third, the bivariate analysis results confirm concepts underlying the accounting 

conceptual framework as also being relevant to budgetmg, in that the purposes of use of 
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financial reporting, in particular govemment budget papers and the qualitative 

characteristics of information, can mfluence the extent to which information in the 

budget papers will be perceived as useful to users. Hence, the implication for tiie 

decision-usefiilness model and tiie SAC, is that the qualitative characteristic according 

to SAC3 and the purposes of usmg tiie budget papers according to SAC2 can play an 

important role in increasing the perceived usefulness of information in budgetmg as 

well as financial reporting. 

Finally, the bivariate analysis results also reveal that the readership, the comprehension 

difficulties, and personal characteristics appear to be a significant determinant of the 

perceived usefulness of information in the budget papers. Thus, knowing more about 

these variables can contribute to enhancing the perceived usefiilness of the budget 

papers and better satisfy the needs of users. 

Given that this study applied the SACs as a frame of reference, this study has provided 

evidence that currently the objective of the SAC model when apphed to budgeting, to 

satisfy user needs, was not fully achieved. Evidence on the relationships of variables in 

the conceptiial framework of this study, provides the preparers of budget papers with 

reason for concem about the difference between user personal characteristics and the 

purposes for using the budget papers. Moreover, researchers need to be cautious about 

assummg that different users will similarly interpret the usefulness of such infonnation. 

Futiire researchers should be aware of tiiese relationships before interpreting the results 

of the perceived usefiilness of information in their studies. 

8.61.2 Theoretical Implications for Public Sector Budsetins 

On tiie whole, tius stiidy found that budget practice, at this stage, did not entirely match 

budget tiieory. The important frnplication for a theoretical understanding in the field of 

pubhc sector budgeting is the weak evidence of tiie closeness of the fit between 

normative theory (what ought to happen) and descriptive theory (what is actiially 

happemng in tiie field) regarding tiie definitions of OBB and outputs, as cunentiy used. 

As most of tiie respondents were not able to property identify the definitions of outputs 

and OBB, tiiis may be seen as a substantial limitation to the implementation of OBB. 

Consequentiy, the budget practice of focusing on outputs and outcomes is unlikely to be 

effectively accomplished. 

278 



Chapter 8 Conclusions, Implications and Recommendations 

Moreover, the findfrigs suggest that normative budgetary tiieory concepts of focusing on 

outputs and outcomes ratiier than inputs, increasing the commitment of service quality, 

as well as improving service delivery, were not applied to a considerable extent by 

budgetary practitioners in Victorian govemment departments. Since OBB was 

infroduced with the aim of improving output or service quality delivered to customers 

(VDTF 1997b; Commonwealth Department of Finance and Administiation 1998; 

Westem Ausfralia Treasury Department 2000), these significant negative findings are 

confrary to the concept of quality improvement. Thus, it is unlikely that the quality of 

service delivery will be improved. 

Overall, the findings extend the understanding of whether OBB in practice is used as the 

basis for decision making, relating inputs to outputs and to outcomes according to the 

budget process model. The findings have shown that at one level budgeting under OBB 

in Victorian govemment departments has gone beyond focusing on inputs and moved 

towards focusing on outputs and outcomes. However, this claim was not substantially 

confirmed. Specifically, about half (49.5%)) of the respondents perceived that 

management now focused more on outputs than the use of inputs. Further, almost half 

of the respondents indicated that OBB was very effective or eff'ective in increasing 

awareness of, and focus on, outcomes (45.7%)). Further, tiie high awareness of outcomes 

evaluation by most respondents (58.2%)) suggests that the operation of OBB ui practice 

tended to move further towards focusing on outcomes. Therefore, the movement of 

budgeting under OBB, to focus on outputs and outcomes, rather than inputs is 

confirmed but not overwhelmingly so. 

Additionally, the conclusive findmgs from this study contiibute to the theoretical 

understanding of OBB concepts in at least four aspects. 

(a) The Newness of the OBB Idea 

Survey results revealed tiiat a small number (13.0%) of tiie respondents betieved tiiat 

OBB was a new concept (Table 5.3). On the other hand, a significant proportion 

(80.4%) of tiie respondents reported tiiat tiie concept of OBB was not a new idea. As a 

majority of tiie respondents believed that OBB was not a new concept, it is possible that 

tiiey would use budgets for decision making in the same way that they had previously 

used budgets. Therefore, a question is raised about whether OBB systems will operate 
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differently from the previous budgeting systems by focusing on outputs and outcomes. 

Furtiier, questions arise about whether OBB can make different budget allocations to 

achieve the claimed benefits such as improving decision making, accotmtabihty, and 

govemment operations. 

(b) The Link between Outputs and the Government's Desired Outcomes can be 

Demonstrated and Measured 

Most respondents (68.1%) indicated that the connection or link between outputs and the 

government's desired outcomes could be demonstiated and measured in practice. This 

finding practically validates the theoretical concept of OBB under the budget process 

model because it suggests that budgeting under OBB in Victoria could be operated by 

moving forward to link ou^uts to outcomes. 

(c) The Extent to which Outcomes are More Easily Measured via the Use of OBB 

The survey results showed that it was unclear whether outcomes were more easily 

measured via the use of OBB. Whilst about one-third (38.1%)) of the respondents 

perceived that outcomes were more easily measured via the use of OBB, a similar 

proportion of respondents (35.8%) provided the opposite view (See Table 5.29). 

However, as less than half of the respondents perceived that outcomes could be easily 

measured via the use of OBB, it can be concluded that, at this stage, tiie measurement of 

outcomes was difficult to unplement. Therefore, it is unlikely that those outcomes can 

be achieved. Consequently, this study concluded that OBB, as operated at tiiis tune, 

would face a problem in successfiilly achievfrig one of the theoretically main goals of 

OBB (South Ausfralia Departinent of Treasury and Finance 1997b; VDTF 1997b; 

Queensland Treasury 1998b; and Commonwealth Departinent of Finance and 

Adminisfration 2000), which is to achieve outcomes of the govemment. 

(d) The Extent to which OBB Focuses on Long Term Perspectives 

The survey results, to some extent, support tiie concept that OBB emphasizes a long 

term perspective. Most respondents (54.4%) were of the view that OBB provided a 

means of estimating the cost consequences of expanding or confracting any outputs. 

Nevertheless, whilst almost half (45.6%) of the respondents indicated tiiat the use of 

OBB enhanced long-term planning (Table 5.25), only one-third (38.5%) of the 

respondents perceived tiiat OBB allowed assessment of long-term fmancial 
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imphcations. Thus, the conclusion that OBB emphasizes a long term perspective is 

supported but not overwhehningly so. This study fiirther concludes that OBB m practice 

still cannot work perfectiy as a means of assisting public officials to focus on long term 

perspective budgeting, hi summary, the findings support the concept of OBB according 

to the budget process model that tiie link between outputs and outcomes is possible. 

However, the measurement of outcomes is still difficult to implement. 

8.6.2 Methodological Implications 

A number of methodological implications can be utilised as guidelines for the 

methodology used in future studies. 

First, this study used the recipient list of the budget papers as a method to identify users 

of the budget papers, because people who are on the budget paper recipient list are 

likely to be people who use the budget papers and are more likely to have authority to 

make decisions in the allocation of resources. In order to ensure that the perspectives of 

both the budget papers users and the govemment department officials were reflected, 

the methodology used for this study focused on intemal budget papers users. 

Consequently, the population of this study was selected by focusing on the budget 

papers users who were also public officials within govemment departments. Further, as 

the respondents had experience with OBB, the analysis of this group allowed a deeper 

understanding of the usefulness of OBB, 

Second, tiie development of a number of questionnaire items witiim tiie present study 

for assessuig the usefiilness of information in the budget papers and examinuig the 

consequences of using OBB, provided a unique survey questionnafre instinment which 

may be useful for future research in the area of govemment financial reporting and 

budgeting systems. Although the survey instrument developed and used m tiiis study 

was vahd and rehable, the measurement items can be refined or otiier items can be 

added for unprovmg the validity and refiability of the survey insti-uments m futiire 

stiidies. Alternatively, fiiture research could deploy this survey questionnaire instilment 

for use in replication studies with the same target population to redefme the instilments 

or in studies with other target populations. 
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Thfrd, tills study used factor analysis as a methodology to confirm tiie validity of all 

questionnaire items in every dunension of the qualitative characteristics of mformation 

accordmg to SAC3. To date, no previous govemment accounting studies have 

specifically tested the constmct validity of questionnaire items using factor analysis as a 

methodology in thefr studies to confum the validity of their questionnafre items under 

each dimension of the qualitative characteristics of information m accordance with 

SAC3. 

Fourth, this study used the concepts of survival rate and novelty rate based on the 

previous work of Carlm and Guthrie (2001a) to originally develop comprehensive mles 

to be applied when performing a latent content analysis of performance measures. These 

rales have not been precisely defined in any previous public sector accoimting studies 

(see Section 4.6.7). Other studies can apply or further modify the mles developed by 

this study to satisfy the aims of their studies. 

Fifth, although it is often assumed that there exists a relationship between the personal 

characteristics of users and the perceived usefiilness of items in financial reporting, this 

relationship has not been tested as a formal hypothesis for the infonnation in budget 

papers. In the present study, the usefiilness of each item in budget papers was tested for 

independence with a number of personal characteristic variables by way of the Chi-

square test of independence. 

Fmally, this study identified the problems with data collection and adminisfration of the 

questionnafre (see Chapter 4: Section 4.5.8) as well as problems in developing the 

content analysis worksheets (see Chapter 4: Section 4.6.3). These problems can be taken 

into account in fiiture studies in order to improve the response rate and ensure the 

refiability and validity of the findings. 

8.6.3 Practical Implications 

This study identified a number of practical imphcations in the areas of govemment 

financial reporting and public sector budgeting systems. Normative frameworks for 

reporting the information in budget papers and implementation of OBB are discussed in 

the next section. 
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8.6.3.1 Practical Implications for Finarwial Reporting 

The bivariate analysis provided evidence that tiie personal characteristics of users 

affected the perceived usefulness of mformation m the budget papers. This may suggest 

that some potential users do not have the necessary skills and knowledge to use tiie 

mformation within the budget papers. This study found some relationships between the 

personal characteristics of users (e.g. completing formal course hi accounting and 

having a principal task in finance, budgetmg, and accountmg) and the perceived 

usefulness of various items. This has important implications for the design and content 

of the budget papers. For example, for the most part users who had completed a formal 

course of study in accounting or had a principal task in the area of finance, budgeting, 

and accounting tended to report that the financial statements were usefiil. Further, given 

the finding that the financial statement was the most difficult item for users to 

understand, an attempt to simplify financial statements might be considered as an option 

for preparers. Alternatively, frairung and education programs to promote better 

understanding of the financial statements should be useful for non-accounting 

background public official users. 

Additionally, the findingSL^of-tJiis-stijdy should be of concem to preparers, who should 

apply such information in designing, planning, and implementing specific and effective 

communication programs for promoting the use of budget papers. Further, a more 

rigorous communication program could also be designed to meet the needs of each 

particular group of users. As the budget papers should be readable, informative, and 

credible, preparers need to concem themselves with what information to report, and 

how best to report it. Preparers must also be concemed with language as well as content. 

Further, this study found that non-financial items or descriptive items such as tiie 

descriptive explanation of outputs, tiie descriptive contiibution of outputs to department 

objectives, and the descriptive contribution of outputs to govemment outcomes, were 

read more thoroughly and also rated as more usefiil tiian tiie financial statements item. 

The low ranking of financial items in terms of readership and usefiihiess and the high 

ranking of comprehension difficulties suggest that preparers should look at the nature of 

tiie infonnation in the budget papers and keep in mind tiiat financial figures alone are 

not sufficient to ensure understandable, readable, useable, and usefiil communications to 

users. An unplication of this finding is that preparers should provide narrative 
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explanation additional to the financial information in the budget papers because it is 

important to enhance the usabihty of the information. 

According to the mean scores ranking (see Tables 5.8 and 5.13), the Treasurer's speech 

was the lowest-ranked item in terms of both readership and usefiilness. However, this 

item was the least difficult item to understand in the budget papers, with only a small 

number (2.2%) of users reporting difficulty in understanding. The low readership and 

usefiilness rankings of the Treasurer's speech suggest that the Treasurer's speech was 

not a very useful means of communication to users. This finding raises the question of 

why the Treasurer's speech is easy to understand but is not read or is not usefiil. An 

implication of this finduig is that the preparers of the budget papers might want to 

identify the cause of ineffectiveness of the Treasurer's speech to enhance its overall 

usefulness. In order to establish credibility or enhance usefulness, it is imperative that 

preparers honestly discuss both past successes and failures, and also communicate 

information about future events in an vmbiased manner. 

Finally, the survey results (Table 5.17) revealed that most respondents (55.1%)) 

indicated that material performance information was omitted in the budget papers. This 

finding needs to be addressed and corrected immediately by the preparers of the budget 

papers to enable users to have more confidence in the information in the budget papers. 

Therefore, an audit of the reliability of the performance data reported m the budget 

papers should be conducted. Further, this study found tiiat definuig appropriate 

performance measures had been a significant problem in govemment departments tiiat 

implemented OBB (Table 5.34). As uiappropriate performance measures might be used 

to measure performance, then the need for an independent audit of the appropriateness 

of the performance information, in this context, is important. 

8.6.3.2 A Normative Framework for the Reportins of Information in the Budset Papers 

The results of tiie survey questionnafre and content analysis are mtegrated to develop a 

normative framework for tiie reporting of information in the budget papers of 

govemment departinents. On tiie whole, this study found tiiat tiie budget papers were, at 

tiiat time, not effective in communicating with users. This study emphasises that the 

quality of performance information and the total output cost information needs to be 

addressed and further improved to make the budget papers more usefiil to users. 
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Consequentiy, mformation generated by OBB ui the budget papers might be used and 

hence influence the budget allocation decisions of public officials. The 

recommendations include: 

1. Simplifying financial statements item m the budget papers so tiiat users will 

better understand them or providing fraining and education to prospective users 

of public sector budget papa:s. 

2. Providing narrative explanations in addition to financial information in the 

budget papers because it is important to enhance the understandability and 

usability of the information. 

3. Discussing honestly both the past successes and failures, and also providing 

information about future evaits in an unbiased manner. 

4. Providing cost per unit measures in the budget papers in addition to the total 

output cost information to make information usable and facilitate budget 

allocation decisions. 

5. Providing performance information and total output cost information that 

possess all four qualitative characteristics of information: relevance, reliability, 

comparability and understandabifity, as specified below. 

5.1 Relevance 

5,1.1 Stating clear objectives so that performance can be judged against 

tiiose objectives. 

5.2 Reliabilitv 

5.2.1 Checking performance measures for accuracy in order to mcrease the 

use of performance infonnation. 

5.2.2 Conducting perfonnance audits to enable users to have more 

confidence in using the information in the budget papers. 

5.3 Comparability 

5.3.1 Including both actual and target outcomes (as specified prior to the 

year) of every performance measure reported within the budget 

papers to enable comparison of tiie actual performance for the year, 

and permit the evaluation of the performance of departinents. The 

prior year's actual comparative data to be presented to assist users 

with comparability over time. 
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5.3.2 Providmg a consistent presentation of performance measures so that 

comparisons can be made over time and across departments. 

However, this does not mean limitmg the fiirther unprovement of 

performance measures. 

5.3.3 Standardismg the presentation of the total output cost to enable a 

comparison of the ou^ut cost information of govemment 

departments against private sector counterparts. 

5.4 Understandability 

5.4.1 Explaining technical terms and abbreviations used m tiie context of 

performance measures. Alternatively, explanations in less technical 

terms are also required to ensure that infonnation is provided to users 

in language that they can understand. 

5.4.2 Explaining significant variances in the performance information, 

5.4.3 Discussing favorable or unfavorable variances between the actual 

performance and the output targets presented in the budget papers. 

Implementing these recommendations together with providing fraining and education 

programs for^prospective users will enhance the usefliiness of budget papers and lead to 

the information needs of users being better satisfied. In short, preparers can employ the 

specific survey findings of this study to design and improve the content of the budget 

papers. In particular, tiie findmgs about the lack of the usability, comparability, 

relevance, and reliability characteristics of information can help preparers to focus on 

the improvement of these qualities of information in the budget pap^s. 

8.6.3.3 Practical Implications for the Implementation of OBB 

There are a number of imphcations for budgeting in govemment departments. The 

survey findings indicate that most respondents identify a number of ineffective areas 

and problems resulting from the implementation of OBB. These ineffective areas are 

used to develop specific recommendations which can be used in general as a precaution 

for govemments considering the adoption of OBB. In particular, the followmg 

recommendations can also be used as a guide for govenunent departments to unplement 

OBB and to improve OBB operations. 
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8.6.3.4 A Normative Framework for the Implementation of OBB 

There appears to be a need for action to reduce a significant gap between budget theory 

and budget practice in a number of areas. The recommendations for making OBB more 

effective will now be proposed. 

1. The significant confusion surrounding the definitions of OBB and outputs 

amongst public officials has to be addressed and resolved immediately so that 

OBB can be effectively implemented and the possible benefits of OBB can be 

achieved. Clearly, rigorous and standardised definitions of OBB should be 

provided across the departments. Further, departments should provide a tiaining 

program about the concept of OBB to public officials at all levels. 

2. Management should receive greater encouragement to focus on outputs and 

outcomes rather than inputs. 

3. The awareness of and focus on outcomes as well as factors that affect outcomes 

should be fiirther improved. Management should not concenfrate only outputs 

and overlook outcomes. 

4. The concepts of the commitment to service quality of govemment departments 

as well as the improvement of outputs or services quality should be highlighted, 

5. Govemment needs to improve communication with the public about 

performance in order to enhance accountability. 

6. The increased workload of public officials as a consequence of adopting OBB 

needs to be fiirther examined because it can create resistance in public officials 

to the implementation of OBB. As respondents perceived that tiiefr workload 

had mcreased because of OBB, they might resist fiill unplementation of OBB. 

This might unpede the successfiil unplementation of OBB in public sector 

organisations. 

7. A significant problem of defining appropriate perfonnance measures in 

govemment departments needs to be resolved quickly. For example, 

departinents should encourage fraining in the development and use of 

perfonnance measures. Because of tiie problem arising from the infroduction of 

OBB, tiie need for fraining particularly in defining appropriate perfonnance 

measures is essential. Performance measurement is an important part of OBB. If 

tiie full potential of OBB is to be realised then perfonnance measures need to be 

accurately developed and used. 
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8. Departments should provide more opportunities for lower-level management to 

participate in the development of tiie budget. Through participation in the budget 

process, public officials may become interested in budgeting and feel a greater 

sense of responsibility. 

9. Departments should provide a training program to give public officials at all 

levels the skills and knowledge that they need to implement the OBB systems, 

especially in specifying outputs and outcomes. By having the tiaining, public 

officials could develop thefr understanding of those concepts. Consequentiy, 

public officials could become effective OBB implementators, which would 

enable the successfiil implementation of OBB in govemment departments. 

10. The operation of OBB should be unproved to assist public officials to allocate or 

reallocate resources. This could be done by improving the quality of information 

in budget papers as described in Section 8,6,3.1. 

11. Departments need to encourage public officials to make more use of 

performance information in setting objectives and in allocating resources. 

Additionally, managers at all levels need to have clear views of their objectives 

so that perfonnance can be judged against tiiose objectives. As a result of havmg 

clear objectives, departments will be facilitated to be more accountable for the 

achievement of outcomes. Departinents should also pay more attention to 

outcomes evaluation. 

12. If tiie aim of OBB is to emphasise tiie long term perspective, tiiere is a need to 

unprove the current operations of OBB in enhancmg long-term planning and 

facilitatmg the assessment of long-term financial unplications m govemment 

departments. 

8.7 Contributions of the Study 

The present stiidy was intended to be exploratory in order to provide empirical 

infomiation on tiie usefiihiess of infonnation generated by OBB m tiie budget papers 

and tiie actiial consequences of using OBB in govemment departments. Furtiier, this 

stiidy provides empfrical knowledge of tiie implementation of OBB in govemment 

departments that did not exist before. Additionally, it provides a comprehensive 

empirical investigation of the performance measures in the budget papers by usmg 

content analysis. 
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The OBB conceptual framework developed in this study provides a useful conceptual 

framework for other public sector financial reportuig researchers. It allows for the 

development of a more sophisticated understanding concemed with tiie factors 

influencmg the perceived usefulness of information in govemment financial reporting 

and the consequences of using OBB. As described m Chapter 3, most previous studies 

focused on the usefiilness of information in private sector annual reports. Few studies 

focused on the usefulness of public sector annual reports and even fewer focused on the 

usefiilness of budget papers. Therefore, the results of this study contribute to 

overcoming the lack of knowledge about the usefulness of the budget papers. 

The findings of this study significantly contribute to knowledge regarding a number of 

theories such as the decision-usefulness model, the SACs, the budget process model and 

OBB concepts. This study also provides evidence on the closeness of fit between the 

descriptive and normative budgetary theory. Further, this study not only makes 

significant contributions to its theoretical frameworks but also has practical 

contributions in enhancing knowledge about the usefulness of the budget papers and 

OBB. In particular, an important contiibution of this study is an ability to provide a 

framework for improving both information in budget papers to better meet user needs 

and the current operation of OBB. 

In summary, the findings expand the theoretical literature on govemment financial 

reporting and pubHc sector budgeting systems including the use of performance 

measurement. This study provides information to help fiiture researchers to better 

understand how users perceived the usefiilness of information in budget papers. As few 

previous studies examined the quality of performance information, the present study is 

important because it investigated the dimensions of the purpose of using budget papers 

and tiie quality of information based on SACs 2 and 3 respectively. No previous stiidies 

have used the concepts under SACs 2 and 3 as the mam factors to specifically 

hypotiiesize and test thefr relationships witii the perceived usefiilness of govemment 

budget papers. 

Also through having used the accounting conceptual framework as a frame of reference 

for this study, there is some mcreased understanding about the actual practice in 

accordance with the accounting conceptual framework, especially in respect of budget 
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papers reported by government departments. This study provides information on how 

users presently use budget papers to make decisions and how preparers could provide 

better quality information to facilitate better decisions. By providing a greater 

imderstanding of tiie practical issues, the researcher hopes that preparers of govemment 

budget pzqiers can develop budget papers that better satisfy user needs. 

In terms of public budgeting systems, this study is significant because the issue of the 

usefulness and effectiveness of an altemative budgetary system, such as OBB, in the 

new era of public management environment is receiving increasing attention not just in 

Ausfralia but also globally. However, empirical data on the consequences and the 

effectiveness of using OBB in practice within govemment departments is limited. 

Further, little empirical data exist about how govemment departments have 

unplemented OBB and used perfonnance measures to support decision making. This 

study fills this gap by providing empirical data to advance the imderstanding of the 

usefulness of OBB in practice, in terms of its impact on decision making, 

accountability, and orgaiusational operations. This study also has implications for other 

states by providing empirical data on the current status of the Victorian output-based 

budgetmg system. Lessons learned from the problems relating to the implementation of 

OBB raised in this study are usefiil not just for the Ausfrahan govemment but also for 

other foreign govemments who are interested in implementing OBB. 

8.8 Limitations of the Study and Recommendations for Future Research 

There are several lunitations tiiat shovjlci be taken mto consideration when interpretmg 

tiie results of this study. The lunitations, however, present opportunities for fiitiire 

research, Firstiy, the scope of tiiis study was limited by its population frame which 

mcluded only Victorian government departinents. The population only included budget 

paper users who were on the budget paper recipient list of the VDTF. Smce this study 

ahned to mvestigate the perceptions of botii the users of budget papers and public 

officials employed by govemment departments, the population tiiat satisfied botii 

specific objectives was therefore relatively small. 
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To mvestigate the usefuhiess of budget papers, it is recommended tiiat fiirther research 

extend the size of the population to include not only pubhc official users but also tiie 

extemal users of budget papers such as people who access budget papers tiirough tiie 

govemment bookshop (Information Victoria), libraries, and the Intemet. This may lead 

to a broader imderstanding of the needs of users. 

Further, to investigate the consequences of using OBB, fiiture budgetary system 

researchers could also increase the size of the population to include larger numbers of 

public officials from each govemment department. It also may be useful to investigate 

the perceptions of users and pubhc officials in other states and compare them m order to 

detect any differences in thefr perceptions about the quality of performance information 

in budget papers and the effectiveness of the implementation of OBB. 

The results of this study may have been different if extemal users had been included, a 

broader range of public officials had been selected, or the response rate had been higher. 

Moreover, the implications of this study may have been enhanced if the number of 

states had been increased. However, as discussed in Chapter 1, there are sfrong 

justifications for believing that the findings from this study conducted in Victoria may 

have more general application to other jurisdictions in Austiaha. 

Secondly, this study is important in itself, but some findmgs cannot be compared with 

earher findings because no studies empirically tested the relationship of the usefulness 

of information in the budget papers and variables such as readership; comprehension 

difficulties; purposes of using budget papers; personal characteristics of users and 

qualitative characteristics of information especially through the SAC model. The 

validity of the present study's conclusions will be stiengthened when viewed in 

conjtmction with other stiidies that have reached sunilar conclusions. Therefore, fiiture 

research should replicate tiiis study and study budget papers to validate the findings of 

the present stiidy. 

Additionally, due to the exploratory nature of the present study and the comparatively 

new budgeting system of OBB in Ausfralia, a number of studies need to be conducted in 

order to provide a deeper understanding of OBB and the relationship between the 

perceived usefulness of information in budget papers using the accounting conceptual 
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framework as a frame of reference. Although tiie findmgs from the present study have 

contiibuted to knowledge ui tiie area of govemment financial reporting and public 

budgeting systems, additional fiiture studies are needed to verify the validity and 

reliability of the present study. 

Finally, non-parametric statistics were used in this study because the population size 

was quite small, and the researcher did not make an assumption of normality. Further, 

as the survey data for testing the propositions in this study were treated as a nominal or 

an ordinal scale, the chi-square statistic test was used to identify any relationships 

between two variables. According to Zikmund (1997) parametric statistics are 

appropriate when the data are interval or ratio scale and the sample size is large. Future 

research can attempt to replicate this study with a larger population and use other 

parametric statistical methods if the nature of their data meets the assumptions such as 

being an interval scale or is normally distributed. 

Apart from the recommendations for future research based on its limitations, the 

fmdings of this research provide a great opportunity for fiiture researchers to fiirther 

examine a number of issues raised by this study. These issues arc 

1. Identifying the extemal users of budget papers and examining thefr information 

needs in order to validate the concept under SAC2 and SAC3 m integrating the 

perspectives of intemal and extemal users. 

2. Conducting focus groups or group interviews of both intemal and extemal users 

of budget papers to determine their information needs and their preference for 

reporting practices. 

3. Investigating the reasons why some items in the budget papers were not being 

read or usefiil, hi particular, identifying the reasons for the relative lack of the 

usefulness of tiie Treasurer's speech and financial statement items. 

4. Examining tiie causes of tiie low usage of tiie budget papers for the purposes of 

evaluatmg decisions about the allocation of resources and making decisions 

about the allocation of resources. 

5. frivestigating tiie cause of dissatisfaction witii the overall quality of botii 

performance and tiie total output cost information in the budget papers. 
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6. Identifying what kuid of cost information users need and actiially use to make 

decisions. Also examming tiie additional calculations or adjustinents that users 

must perform to be able to use the total output cost information in budget papers 

for budget allocation decisions. 

7. Evaluating the quality of performance information in one jurisdiction by 

considering before and after use of OBB. 

8. Determining the nature of lower level management involvement in budgetary 

decision making. 

9. Investigating the barriers of the effectiveness of OBB in the areas of focusing on 

outputs and outcomes and improving communication with the public about 

performance. 

10. Examining the causes of the apparently low survival rates and high novelty rates 

of performance measures in Victorian budget papers. 

11. Investigating why public officials would like to modify or discontinue the use of 

OBB and what are the areas that need to be modified. 

12. Investigating whether after fraining program employees better understood the 

concept of OBB, which levels of the employees had received the fraining, and 

what kind of fraining they received. 

13. Resolving the problem of the inconsistency of the presentation of performance 

measures. 

8.9 Summary 

This study emphasises that the needs of the users of budget papers must take precedence 

over the interests of the preparers of those reports. This study examined the usefulness 

of budget papers from the user's perspective. A number of possible reasons have been 

offered to explain the lack of usefulness (to the extent that budget papers have been 

shown to be not very useful). Fustiy, some items in the budget papers are too difficult to 

understand. Secondly, users lack an accoimting background or have a specific purpose 

for using budget papers. Fmally, tiiere appear to be a lack of qualitative characteristics 

of perfonnance infonnation and the total output cost information in the budget papers. 

Many individual users may understand the budget papers but be dissatisfied with the 

quality of comparability, reliability, and relevance characteristics of information in these 
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papers. In fact, the survey and content analysis data m tiiis study illustiated the lack of 

comparability of performance information in the budget papers. 

The content analysis observations also revealed that tiie presentation of performance 

measures did not provide highly comparable data as a result of the high novelty rates 

and low survival rates. Further, in many cases the actual performance data is not up-to-

date or is unavailable, thus inhibiting performance feedback or an evaluation process. 

Therefore, OBB in practice at this stage, does not achieve its claimed benefit of 

providing superior performance information to enhance better decision making and 

increase accountability in the public sector. These reasons may explain why the budget 

papers are currently not very useful. It is now the responsibility of govemment 

departments and the people who prepare the budget papers to improve the content of the 

budget papers in order to better satisfy users needs. In particular, this study suggests that 

the quality of performance information and the total output cost information need to be 

addressed and fiirther improved to make the budget papers more useful to users. 

Further, the consequences of using OBB in public organisations were investigated in 

terms of thefr impact on decision-making, accountability and organisation operations. 

Survey findings indicated that most respondents were confused or did not correctiy 

understand the definitions of outputs and OBB. Most respondents believed tiiat OBB 

meant budgeting by focusing on outputs. However, reviews of all Ausfralian Treasuries' 

guides illusfrate that one of the objectives of infroducing OBB is to focus on achievuig 

the govenunent outcomes, not only focus on tiie outputs, hi order for OBB to achieve its 

clauned benefits and be successfiilly unplemented, tiie first step initiated should be to 

standardise and clearly provide rigorous definitions of OBB across the govemments. 

This stiidy found that several gaps exist between budget theory and budget practice in 

respect of OBB. Recommendations for unproving the operation of OBB were also 

provided in this study. The author hopes that the discussion in this thesis contiibutes to 

the ongouig improvement and understanding of knowledge ui tiie areas of govemment 

budget papers and pubhc sector budgeting systems, in particular OBB. 
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Appendices 

Questionnaire for the Survey on the Usefulness of 

Output-Based Budgeting (OBB) in the Victorian Government 

Section A: Output-Based Budgeting and Performance Measures 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? 

VICTORIA 
UNIVERSITY 

(For 

1 

2 

3 
4 

5 

6 
7 

8 

9 

each item please tick the box which best reflects your response) 

OBB is a new concept. 

Ouputs are products or services produced or delivered by a department for both 
internal and extemal customers. 

Outcomes are the government's desired or intended impacts on the community. 
OBB means budgeting by focusing on outputs, not outcomes. 

The connection or link between outputs and the government's desired outcomes cannot 
be demonstrated and measured in practice. 

Efficiency is the extent to which resources are minimized for a given level of output 
Effectiveness is the extent to which actual outcomes are achieved. 

To construct an output structure for budgeting, outputs are specified by directly 
transferring the old program structure to the new output structure. 

Financial performance information alone, without non-financial measures of performance, 
is sufficient to assess whether entities have achieved their objectives. 

Agree 

3 

3 

3 
3 

3 

3 
3 

3 

3 

Don't 
Know 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Disagree 

Section B: The Usefulness of Information in the 2002/03 Victorian Budget Papers 

The usefiilness of items within budget papers 

10. Did you receive the 2002/03 Victorian Budget papers? 

a) D Yes, I received: (Please tick one or more) 

O Treasurer's Speech (Budget P ^ e r No. 1) 

O Budget Statement (Budget Paper No.2) 

O Budget Estimates (Budget P^>er No.3) 

O Budget Overview 

b) D No 

11. How often do you use the Victorian budget papers' 

(Please tick one) 

a) D Daily e) D Halfyearly 

b) D Weekly f) D Annually 

c) D Monthly g) D Irregularly 

d) D Quarterly h) D Never use them 

12. How thoronghly do yon usually read the followmg items in the budget papers? 

(Please tick one box for each item) 

a) Treasurer's speech 
b) Financial statements 

c) Statistical performance information 

d) Descriptive explanation of outputs 
e) Descriptive contribution of ouputs to department objectives 
0 Descriptive contribution of outputs to govemment outcomes 

i) Ou^ut cost information 

Read 
thoroughly 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Do not 
read 
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13, For what purpose do you use the Victorian 

budget papers? (Please tick as many as apply) 

a) 0 For making decisions about die allocation of 

resources. 

b) D To evaluate decisions about the allocation of 

resources. 

c) D For accountability pxuposes. 

d) D Other (Please specify) 

Appendices 

14. Which of the following items in the budget papers 

do you often have difficulty understanding? 

(Please tick as rruzny as apply) 

a) n Treasurer's speech 

b) D Financial statements 

c) G Statistical performance infonnation 

d) • Descriptive explanation of outputs 

e) D Descriptive contribution of outputs to 

depaitmeat objectives 

f) D Descriptive contribution of ouputs to 

govemment outcomes 

g) D Output cost information 

h) D None of the above 

15. How useful do you find the following items in the budget papers? 

(Please tick one box for each item) 

a) Treasurer's speech 

b) Financial statements 

c) Statistical performance information 

d) Descriptive explanation of outputs 

e) Descriptive contribution of outputs to de^jartment objectives 

f) Descriptive contribution of ouputs to govemment outcomes 

g) Output cost information 

Very useful 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Not useful 

1 

1 

1 
1 
i. 

1 

1 

1 

The usefubiess of output performance information 

16. How useful are the various types of performance measures contained in the Victorian budget papers? 

(For each type please tick the box which best reflect; y::T opinion) 

a) Quality measm-es 

b) Quantity measures 

g) Cost measures 

d) Timeliness measures 

Very useful 

5 

5 

5 

5 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Not useful 

1 

1 

1 

1 

17. How often do you use performance measures contained in the Victorian budget papers? 
(Please tick one box for each item) 

Performance measures 

SLQuality measures 

b) Quantity measures 

5lCost measures 

$ Timeliness measures 

Daily Weekly Monthly Quarteriy 
Half 

yearly 

1 

Annually 

. 

Irregularly 
Never 

Use 
Other 
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18. According to your information needs, do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the quality 

of performance information contained in the Victorian budget papers? 

(Please tick one box for each statement) 

a The information influences my decisions about the aUocation 
of resources (such as investing or fimding approvals). 

b 

c 

d 

e 
f 

X 
h 
i 

J 

k 

1 
m 
n 
0 

P 

The information helps me make predictions. 

The infonnation helps me confirm my past evaluations. 

The information assists me to correct my past evaluations. 

The information is a good presentation of the/ocfe without bias. 
No material infonnation is omitted. 

The information does not contain significant errors. 

The information does not contain deliberate misstatements. 
The information enables me to compare performance of 
an entity over different years. 
The information enables me to compare performance of 
different govemment departments at one time. 
The information enables me to compare performance of 
different government departments over time. 

The presentation of the information is consistent over time. 
I am able to comprehend the meaning of the information. 

The information is presented in an understandable format. 
The information content is clear. 
Overall, I am satisfied with the quality of perfonnance 
information contained in the budget papers. 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
5 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
5 
5 
5 

5 

Agree 

4 

4 

4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

4 

Undecided 

3 

3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
3 
3 
3 

3 

Disagree 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 
2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 

Strongly 
Disagree 

19. Do you use performance information? If your answer 

is "YES", please also indicate how performance 

information has been used. 

a) D Yes, it has been used in: (Please tick one or more) 

0 allocating resources 

0 setting objectives 

0 increasing productivity 

0 purchasing outputs fi-om altemative providers 

0 performance evaluation 

b) D No 
_ 

20. Do you tliiak that performance information 

should be prepared by: (Please tick one) 

a) D management 

b) D independent auditors. 

c) D management and verified by independent auditors. 

21. Have performance audits b^ external auditors 

been undertaken in your organisation? 

(Please tick one) 

a) a Yes 

b) D No 

c) D Don't know 

d) D No, but the intention is to have performance 

audits. 

22. Are performance measures in your organisation 

checked for accuracy? If your answer is "YES", 

please also indicate how often they are checked. 

a) D Yes, performance measures are checked: 

(Please tick one) 

0 Daily 0 Weekly O Monthly 

0 Annually 0 Other (please specify) 

b) D No 

c) D Don't know 
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The usefulness of output cost information 

23. According to your information needs, do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the quality 

of "TOTAL output cost" information provided in the Victorian Budget Estimates (Budget Paper No J )? 

(Please tick one box for each statement) 

a 

b 
c 

d 

e 

f 
g 
h 

i 

J 

The information is essential and influences my decisions 
about the allocation of resources (such as funding approvals). 

The information does not contain significant errors. 
The information enables me to compare output costs of 
an entity over different years. 
The information enables me to compare output costs of 
different govemment departments. 
The information enables me to compare output costs of 
government departments againstpiwate sector counterparts. 

The information is presented in an understandable format. 

I am able to comprehend the meaning of the information. 
The infonnation is usable for making decisions, without the 
need for any additional calculations or adjustments. 
The "total output cost" information (without the cost per unit 
measure) is sufficient to make budget allocation decisions. 

Overall, I am satisfied with the quality of output cost 
information contained in the budget papers. 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Agree 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Undecided 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Disagree 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

Strongly 
Disagree 

I 

Section C: The Consequences of Using OBB in Public Organisations 

To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? 
(Please tick one box for each statement) 

lA 

25 

26 

27 

28 
29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

The use of OBB results in the reallocation of resources. 
Management now focuses more on ouputs than the use of 
resources. 
OBB increases my awareness of cost 

OBB improves cost controL 
The use of OBB leads to cost cutting and cost saving. 

OBB allows assessment oi long-term financial implications. 

The use of OBB enhances long-term planning. 

OBB facilitates in classifying expenditures so as to identify 
the direct costs. 

OBB provides a means of estimating the cost consequences 
of expanding or contracting any outputs. 
Ouput stmcture provides a clearer idea about the costs of 
products and services iban program stmcture. 
The use of OBB encourages the use of cost/benefit analysis. 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

5 

5 
5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Agree 

4 

4 

4 
4 

4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Undecided 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
3 

_ 3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Disagree 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Strongly 
Disagree 

35. Do you use cost/benefit analysis? If your answer is "YES", please indicate how this information has been used. 

a) • Yes, cost/benefit analysis has been used: (Please tick one or more) 

O to select firom altemative outputs. O to change the resourcing of an output. 

O to determine if an ou^ut can be justified. O to select from various service delivery options. 

O to reduce or e:!q)and in particular ouputs. O in other ways (please specify) 

b) D No 
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To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements regarding the 
consequences of using OBB? (Please tick one box for each statement) 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

OBB increjises my awareness of heVtei performance. 

OBB increases my awareness of die outcomes evaluation. 

Outcomes are more easily measured via the use of OBB. 

OBB leads to clearer responsibiUty for the delivery of outputs. 

OBB increases the commitment to SCTvice qualify. 

[t is clear now who is accountable for measuring and reporting 
perfonnance in my organisation. 

Managers at all levels have clearer views of their objectives 
because of OBB. 

Managers at all levels have clearer views of their/jei/br/«a«cg 
measures to assess outputs because of OBB. 

Budgetary docvmientation has increased significantly in volume 
since the use of OBB. 

Executive directors and managers have more time to consider 
the budget since the use of OBB. 

Corrective action has been taken in my organisation when there 
is a variance between budgeted and actual performance 
measures. 

For the purpose of expenditure appraisal, output classification 
of expenditure is more usefixl ikwa. program classification. 
OBB increases the cost of correcting enors because of the 
rigidity of output stmcture (e.g. a change in one element or 
stmcture of output results in change reverberating throughout 
every element in the same group). 
OBB improves the effectiveness of resoiu-ce allocation and 
budgeting in my organisation. 
OBB improves organisational operations by linking budget and 
performance over time. 
I have a better imderstanding of govemment operations and the 
outputs to be produced or delivered because of OBB. 

OBB requires changes in my organisational stmcture to align 
with the output stmcture. 

OBB increases the involvement of lower- level management in 

the budget formulation process. 

OBB increases the involvement of top managemc::t in the 
budget formulation process. 

Training related to output and outcome specification was 

provided for employees at all levels in my organisation. 

OBB is too complex and difficult to operate. 

OBB has increased my workload. 

I believe that the benefits of OBB are greater than its costs. 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Agree 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Undecided 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Disagree 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

T 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

59. Have any of the following items been problems in your organisation since the implementation of OBB? 

a 

b 

c 

d 

Tlease tick one box for each item) 

Specifying outputs 

Specifying outcomes 

Defining appTopnate performance measures 

Calculating/«W costs of outputs 

Very 
significant 

problem 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Signiflcant 
problem 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Undecided 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Somewhat 
of a 

problem 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Not a 
problem 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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In your opinion, how effective has OBB been in your organisation with respect to the following statements? 

(Please tick one box for each statement) 

Increasing awareness of, and focus on, outcomes. 

Very 
effective Effective Undecided 

Somewhat 
effective 

Not 
effective 

Increasing awareness of factors that affect outcomes. 

Improving communication with the public about 
performance. 

2. 
3 

Increasing the core budget discussions among 
departments and legislatures on outcomes. 

Reducing duplicative activities or services. 

Re</Hcin^/eliminating ineffective services/products. 

Improving responsiveness to customers. 

Improving ou^uts/service quality. 

Section D: Questions about yourself and your organisation 

61. What is your genderl (Please tick one) 

a) D Male 

b) D Female 

62. What is your age group? (Please tick one) 

a) D Under 30 

b) D 30-39 

c) D 40-49 

d) D 50-59 

e) D 60 and above 

63. What is the highest level of education you have 

completed? (Please tick one) 

a) D Primary school 

b) D Secondary school 

c) D TAFE certificate 

d) D Bachelors Degree 

e) D Masters Degree 

f) D Doctorate 

65. Have you ever had any formal educational training 

in which you became familiar -with.performance 

measures'! (Please tick one) 

a) D Yes b) D No 

66. How long have you been in yoiu- currentyoA or 

similar job in the pubUc sector? (Please tick one) 

a) D less than 2 years 

b) • 2-5 years 

c) D 5-10 years 

d) D Over 10 years 

67. What is your area of responsibility or principal 

task in the organisation? (Please tick one) 

a) D Finance, budget and accounting 

b) D Policy and planning 

c) D Performance Review/Evaluation 

68. Which of the following do you feel is the best 

64. Have you completed a formal course of study in 

accounting! (Please tick one) 

a) D Yes 

b) D No 

a) D Continue OBB substantially as it operates today. 

b) D Continue OBB with some modifications. 

c) D D^continue OBB. 
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Sample of Pilot Covering Letter 
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Pilot Study for Questionnaire on the Usefulness of 
_. ^ . ^ VICTORIA 

Output-Based Budgeting (OBB) in the Victorian Government ""r**^ 
October 2002 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I am currently undertaking a research project, which aims to assess the usefulness of 
Output-Based Budgeting within the Victorian State Govemment by evaluating the 
usefulness of information generated by OBB within the Victorian budget papers, as well 
as by investigating the consequences of using OBB on the Victorian public organisations. 
This questionnaire will be sent to public officers who are the recipients of the Victorian 
budget papers across nine Victorian govemment departments. 

I would be grateful if you would kindly take your time to complete the enclosed 
questionnaire and give comments on the format and content of the questionnaire at your 
earliest convenience, preferably before 7 October 2002. Please help by giving your 
opinions regarding the following issues. 

COMMENTS: 

1. How long does it take for you to complete the questionnaire? minutes 

2. Is the format of the questionnaire easy to understand? D Yes D No 

3. Are the instractioiis clear and easy to follow? D Yes D No 

4. Is the terminology used in the questionnaire too technical and in need of clarification? 

D Yes D No 

5. Do you have any difficulties in imderstanding the meaning of any questions? 

D Yes, please specify which questions? 

D No 

6. Other comments: 

If you have any queries or questions regarding this questionnaire, please contact me by 
e-mail at XXX or by telephone on XXX. 

Thank you very much for your time and co-operation. 

Yours faithfully. 
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Questionnaire on the Usefulness of 
VKTORIA 

Output-Based Budgeting (OBB) in the Victorian Government uNivwsmr 

26 November 2002 ' ^ 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I am currently conducting research, which aims to assess the usefulness of Output-Based 
Budgeting (OBB) in practice within the Victorian State Govemment. The specific aims 
are to examine the usefulness of information generated by OBB within the 2002/03 
Victorian budget papers, as well as to investigate the consequences of using OBB in the 
Victorian public sector. 

It is hoped that the findings of this research will provide useful information in the areas 
of fmancial reporting and budgeting systems. It is also intended that the research provide 
information that would be of practical use for govemments in assisting the development 
of guidelines for the reporting of output performance measures in public sector budget 
papers, as well as in improving OBB systems. 

To achieve this contribution and to ensure the validity of results, your participation is 
essential. You are among the few public officers in Victoria who meet the criteria for 
participating in this research project. Your answers are therefore a very valuable 
contribution to the success of this research and will enable me to complete work on my 
doctoral degree. Your participation is volimtary; however your co-operation would be 
greatly appreciated. 

The fmdings of this research will only be reported in an aggregated form. No fmdings 
which could identify any particular person or organisation will be published. All 
responses are anonymous, therefore you are not required to provide your name. 
Furthermore, your response will be treated in the strictest confidence and will not involve 
you in any risks. This research strictly follows the ethics mles issued by the Human 
Research Ethics Committee of the University. Only myself and the research supervisor 
can access the coded data of the completed questionnaire. 

For the purpose of this research, Ou^ut-BcsedBudgeting involves: a) defining the 
government's objectives; b) defining outputs and outcomes to achieve objectives; 
c) budgeting and appropriation by outputs based on output stmcture; d) using 
performance indicators to measure outputs; e) reflecting full accmal cost; and 
f) separating purchaser and owner as well as purchaser and provider relationships. 

It would be greatly appreciated if you would kindly complete the questionnaire and 
return it in the prepaid reply envelope at your earliest convenience, preferably by 17 
December 2002. If you have any queries regarding this research project or would like to 
receive a complimentary copy of the summary results of this research, please contact me 
by e-mail at XXX or by phone on XXX or my supervisor, by e-mail at XXX or by 
phone on XXX. 

Thank you very much for your time and co-operation. 

Yours faithfully, 
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Appendices 
Department of Education and Training Performance Measure Counts in the Victorian Budget Papers 
Number ofOatputSmnmaiy Group 2001 A)2 4 

4 

Output 

tmmmais^mmmamssm^mm. Primary Education 
Quantity 
Quality 
Total-'•:--- «- !- , -̂  • • 1 

Junior Secondary Etiucation 
Quantity 
Quality 
Total 1 

Senior Secondary Education 
Quantity 
Quality 

Total 
Non-Government School Education 
Quantity 

Quality 
Timeliness 

TofflSiteSftlfflifei :'•:' - •; •- • 
Studait Welfare and Support 
Quantity 

Quality 
Total :^:•i^ei:^;;.»^::s^:r;'^- - • . - . . . - : 

Services to Students with Disabilities 

and Impairments 

Quantity 

Quality 
Total - . • ' - . . . -

Education Maintenance Allowance 
Quantity 
Timeliness 
Total* r ' ::: • ^̂  ' 

Student Transport 
Quantity 
Quality 
Tunelmess 
Total - . 
Triiij5»SE'^cUTeril»ry''Education " '^ '^g^^: ' - "< 

Training and fiirther Education Places 
Quantity 
Quality 
Tuneliness 
Totalbr5%"-^ -
Adult and Community Education Places 

and Community Support 

Quantity 
Quality 
Traieliness 
Tb t a f t i ^ i ^S fe i ^S i^^ iWpf^ • ' : :• 

Employment Services * 

Quantity 

Quality 

Timeliness 

2001A)2 

11 
14 

i l i S 5 ? ^ 

10 
10 

"^mm 
5 
11 

'^'msmi 
2 
1 
1 

- f-'Am:: 

4 
2 

- -6 

2 
2 

• • " ' 4 - -

1 
1 

, -^^2'*i-

2 
1 
1 

.f-iAWM 

5 
4 
1 
10 

5 
3 
1 

V ; , ; 9 , . ; . ^ . 

9 

6 

1 

fSiJ^liSfcH:'-:^ : : • . ,: f:,; 'v' • : - | s : : ' i 6 • 

2002A)3 

9 
6 

^msmK 

s 
n 

S U S a n 

4 

11 

wMs%m 
3 
1 
0 

•::::-A '' -

1 
4 
5 - -

2 
1 

•=:'n3- --« 

1 
I 

- 2 - •'-: 

3 
0 

1 
•S^aSa^^Bv: 

5 
9 
1 

15 

3 
5 
1 

•;::"-9^^"-j ^ 

Rfipott in tile 
Dcpanment 

oflnnovantHi 

Industry and 

Regions] 
DcveJopmenl 

Withdrawn 

2 
S 

^^saosit 

2 
5 

• i ^ i i i m e 

1 
3 

s t i ^ f f l S i E ; 

1 
0 
1 

-rL_2--!- -

3 
1 

; i S i f ' H ^ ^ * 

0 
1 

t::irJI;-":A 

0 
0 

'- •: 0 = - ; : 

1 
1 
0 

^,,.5.-2=!^:-=:;: 

1 
0 
0 

-a.:̂ #.a-*„«;«"•• 

2 
0 
0 

i p l S a i ^ l i 

9 

6 

1 

ISile^fflg 

Unchanged 

9 
6 

« i « I 5 1 K i 

8 
5 

» * ^ ^ 

4 
8 

S i f f l lS iaSS 

1 
1 
0 

V ' • 2 - ^ • -

1 
1 
2 ^ -

2 
1 

-r-^"'3-'-„:^^: 

1 
I 

;/ - : 2 :i--J-, 

1 
0 
1 

^j-'njiitSBS: 

4 
4 
1 
9 

3 
3 
1 

:-i--:=7 ..::;;i-

• :#§ | : ini0l i^; ipl^ 
âpaSisaftigEiHH 

New* 

0 
0 

aesspsM 

0 
6 

^^JSg^l i . 

0 
3 

i i ifeSMii 

2 
0 
0 

. . , . - 2v̂ - -

0 
3 
3 - -

0 
0 

- . O ^ i : ; : -

0 
0 

^ ^ ' • Q^ • 

2 
0 
0 

•^'?'^^^2'3^S: 

1 
5 
0 

-^-6- '̂':S 

0 
2 
0 

, -: 2> . : - -

HEMssfP?!: 

Survival 
Rate (%)*• 

81.82 
42.86 

'iStMtm'^g: 

80.00 
50.00 

msm%.wm^ 

80.00 
72.73 

mm-ms^ 

50.00 
100.00 
0.00 

:sa:30.0&1iSt 

25.00 
50.00 

- 3333;iSiii 

100.00 
50.00 

'^-ris.txi'fv. 

100.00 
100.00 

r;^7lOO.OD K-

50.00 
0.00 

100.00 

^'mMm^i 

80.00 
100.00 
100 00 

r-S-^S904X)'5T% 

60.00 
100.00 
100.00 

« ; ~ : 7 7 i 7 K « a 

i B I I B H ^ W i 
HS&tsSf f iSM' f^E; 

Novelty 
Rate (%)«** 

0.00 
0.00 

«iiSio,oo'?^4-

0.00 
54.55 

lftS^l!S8^1c^ 

O.OO 

nil 
1»S=a2Qs008BSa 

66.67 
0.00 
0.00 

S I I H S O . ^ O ? ^ : 

0.00 
75.00 

^ i S S S O . 0 0 ^ ^ 

0.00 
0.00 

mmiSGsm. 
0.00 
0.00 

^:s>-:-'0.00(SiiJ 

66.67 
O.OO 
0.00 

aflisoioo,̂ * 

20.00 
55.56 
0 0 0 

:.-S-4O.O0-'S3! 

0.00 
40.00 
0.00 

^ f 2 2 ' 2 3 t i ^ 

MiH|p iBrS 

# For the first time, in the 2002/2003 Victorian Budget Papers, the Employment Services output was transferred from the Department of Education 

and Training to the Department of Innovation, hiduitiy and Regional Development Therefore, perfoimance measures of this output for the year 

2002/2003 were counted and reported with the Department of Innovation, Industry and Regional Development 

Output 

niglier Education 
Quantity 
Quality 

Timehness 
Total-'''i' '•AV^a . •• ' / >,- "C- r V- -i *•-,•• J-

mm^mmm&mm^mmm^^m's^. 
Youth Policy Coordination 

Quantity 

Quahty „ , 

Total îĵ frir?:"- '̂.«-" \-?-fe-/-"'">:;, 

2001/02 

4 

3 
1 

•••4i/p"38^,3l 

2 

1 
_^-3-V 

2002/03 

3 
2 

1 

^•^.m^^~ 

2 
1 
3 

Withdrawn 

2 
1 
0 

^ • ' " ^ ' i S - J ^ ^ S ! / 

0 
1 

- 1 

Unchanged 

2 
2 
1 

--A'-^S^-i^ 

2 
0 

2 •̂  

New* 

I 
0 
0 

.••J'-cl's'-f*'? 

0 

1 

Survival 

Rate (%)** 

50.00 

66.67 
100.00 

=s^62i5oiiai 

100.00 

0 00 

• n -, ,., - f,6&T^j 

Novelty 

Rate (%)** 

33.33 

0.00 
0.00 

E i i iSsS iKi 

0.00 
100 00 

- j j - s - ^ a i a i ' " 
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Output 2001/02 2002AI3 WWidrawn Unchanged New* 
Survival 

Rate ( V . ) " 
Novel t> 

Rate (•/.)*• 

Services to Youth 
Quantity 85.71 14.29 
Quality 0.00 lOO.OO 

Timdiness 1 0.00 100.00 

TrtaiaggMiiiifigiWttBw ĵî BPiiaa.' wmmm^m.imm 
-fi^mm^i i j j i p iMjg igg : •^'jfe^S'pij-:^! iS?^5J71jg}^ ?^gp^33fxlg-

PoUcy, Strategy and Executive Services 
Quantity 100.00 60.00 

Quality 50.00 O.OO 

Timdiness 1 100.00 0.00 

iKrt^iiHjiliSiMiiiiiffiBiPii-! gSSfi ^^m\ wmm^^. vzmv 
Intemational Education 
Quantity 100.00 0.00 

Quality 100.00 0.00 

Tci&^^^mMamsmV^^^MW: la mmmk ispo^^lstisiai wm^m jg^Mgoopj inmiowm 
Public Information and Promotion 

Quantity 100.00 0.00 

Quality 100 00 000 

T6tal----f#6* ::.j>t c .-'-•n.L-.h.iirri)\tE nl' a T I i^"_li-_ 
- ^--3-? ' -?- j?- :v rHSa.ji.-a ^.*r4i 

Wvm^m iaar49i§is«mi3 
£ 4 - •'•^^^==-JF, >:- -100.00 €^ ^-iiO.OO 

msss^m^.mm iSO iMfei2g5*0lSiiii 

• Number of new measures was derived from the latent content analysis 
• • Survival Rate (%) Numbg of unchanged measures 

Total ntunber of performance measures in the 2001/02 budget papers 

• • •Nove l ty Rate (%) Number of new measures for 2002/03 compared with those for 2001/02 

Total numbo^ of perfonnance measures in the 2002/03 budget papers 

100 

X 100 
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Appendices 
Department of Hnman Services Performance Measure Counts in the Victorian Bndget Papers 
Number ofOotpotSmmnaiy Group 2001/02 12 
Number of Output Summary Group 2002/03 11 

Output 

'•mmemis^mi^m^m^^^m Admitted Services 
Quantity 

Quahty 

Timehness 

Total-
Non-Admitted Services 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Total-Hli^^lriMji^^:'^;! ̂ r̂lll̂ V:'̂ 'l̂ >̂'"--̂ !::::ŝ  

Emergency Services 

Quantity 
Quality 

Timeliness 
Total 
Sid>-Acute Care Services 

Quantity 

Quahty 

Timeliness 
Total; :*--! . - : - • • •• -- ~ : . 

Acute Training and Development 

Quantity 
Total 
Blood Services 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Total 

Private Hospital Regulation 

Quantity 
Timeliness 
Total Ny :-. :- . :• • ; - - - - - -

Better Health Channel 

Quantity 

Quality 
Tunelmess 
Total 

AtiyWilanceiServices. - r - . r „ ^ , . 

Ambulance Emergencv Services 

Quantity 

Quahtv 

Tim elm CSS 
Total 

Ambulance Non-emergenc\ Services 

Quantity 
Quahty 

Total 

Embulance Services Training and Development 

Quantity 
Quahty 

Total-^•.: I , : . - : : - - - : •:̂ : , 

Basic Life Support Program 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Total =; .«. : ; - . ::-: : 
MeB<fl'HealtIi^a3^fS4gliS5®|SffigJSs;feS* 
Clinical Inpatient Care 
Quantity 
Quality 

Total -. , V ^ .¥J^„ 

Clinical Community Care 

Quantity 

Quahty 

pBailiiiHiPipaiiiieiiigH^^nilspisi 
Psvchiatric Disabilitv Support Services 

Quantity 
Quahtv 
Total •-^T-^i:>^'<-
Mental Health Service System Capacity 

Development 

Quantity 

Quality 

Total*':'':" • •:: ' '••mm'Spmm: '•••'s;'r- :-•:;-: 

2001/02 

2 
1 
3 

'\M-im. 

1 
1 

mm^m 

1 
1 
3 

3 
3 
1 

" - ' ^7^^ ; . ; : 

1 
^•..'M^A^ 

1 
1 

1 -

1 
1 

,.:, ;ir2---;:-

2 
1 
1 
4 

4 
1 
2 

'r-.i? -: 

3 
1 
4 

1 
1 

. - : ' 2 - = ••: : ; ' 

1 
1 

: - : ; : 2 - • '. 

1 
0 

J&-̂ a -,fl 

2 
0 

fflmasMl 

1 
1 

<f-i2.JM 

2 
0 

- \" : ; :2 - ":-:::•. 

2002/03 

3 
1 
4 

iss«iai!j 

1 
1 

fS8isB^ 

2 
1 
3 

4 
3 
1 

ri'Vffs '••; 

2 
-•sg^aikf 

1 
1 
2 

0 
0 

< • ' . : : 0 ' ; •--• 

0 
0 
0 
•0 

4 
1 
2 

-,__,-;Tr-'.,-

3 
] 

4 

1 
1 

i S i i i H i 

1 
1 

l41f§S 

1 
1 

-c'sa. '̂.> 

1 
2 

i i i i ^ a i 

1 
1 

^ • ^ n * ' % 

1 
1 

........J,,,,, 

Withdrawn 

0 
0 
0 

iSliJiflOitel^ 

0 
0 

siief^ai 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

v.>s. o>. -

0 
•WS^ '*^^ 

0 
0 

' 0 

1 

! 
3:;"2-"^: ' 

2 
1 
1 

5^>.i4g-r„i:; 

0 
0 
0 

VS .M:? ! ' ^ ? : 

0 
0 
0.fA= 

0 
0 

l8&Sfi#tfi 

0 
0 

:jJg|̂ ;SKB 

1 
0 

• M f S f e ^ -

2 
0 

miiffiiw! 

0 
0 

'•Mm^i 

2 
0 

^:t-'2--";v.& 

Unchanged 

2 
1 
3 

^m-SMm 

1 
1 

s s ^ z ^ p 

2 
1 
3 

» ® s o ^ S ^ 

3 
3 
1 

-uy]<-''.ii. 

1 

^̂ sffsirsfc*. 

1 
1 

4-1i |«"f4-

0 
0 

: .•:Q::^-:_ 

0 
0 
0 

;??e-o 

4 
1 
2 

..13^-gfc-

3 
1 

SrifJ'H -

1 
1 

^ife3i£i5SHft' 

1 
1 

• 1 ^ 1 ^ 

0 
0 

4 -,a»o ™t^ 

0 
0 

lasifflP 

1 
1 

aigga'̂ ap-̂  

0 
0 

i^^sS^^S, 

New* 

1 
0 
1 

Bagazif® 

0 
0 

T ^ a O p ^ ^ ' 

0 

0 

0 

4effflSOi5»?^ 

1 
0 
0 

' -̂:rt'- .-..! 

1 
4\i^A^^ 

0 
0 

ifi-s^'JB.'t.J.f 

0 
0 

:"0-:c«jg 

0 

0 

0 

„ - f l i -

0 
0 
0 

00m^M 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

fe'SssO^pSfJ? 

0 
0 

^^MWSM 

1 
1 

i i . 2 -•-•'; 

1 
2 

:kft-^ | l i i i§ 

0 
0 

jAfs^it) f ,!.-fl 

1 
1 

Survival 
Rate (•/.)** 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

:î aooioo.«as 

100.00 
100.00 

^mmoa^ 

100.00 
100.00 

100 00 

^^w.odiv^ 

100.00 
100.00 

100.00 

--mmMmi 

100 00 

rt:53100.0CS^ 

100.00 
100.00 

:^imxsm 

0.00 
0.00 

iaSBovdoiitt 

0,00 
000 
000 

fciawOjOO^-?*!: 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

•ISiWHBtRiii 

100.00 
100 00 
100 001!^ 

100.00 
100 00 

f;r?^00.t30'3ls* 

100.00 
100.00 

mm^:mswi 

0.00 
000 

-? €rot)Dlia 

0.00 
0.00 

ifmsoBiiai 
100.00 
100.00 

SslOOsOOIiifo 

0.00 
0.00 

•IJaJ-MtT!F?i«^fe5,;HaS 

Novdty 
Rate (•/.)*•* 

33J3 
0.00 

25.00 
issaiasaioi^. 

0.00 
0.00 

ispaoEOff®^ 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

^'ii^0X)0'4^i 

25.00 
0.00 
0.00 

wmz^^G^im. 

50.00 
li?!«SO;XK)Si;# 

0.00 
0.00 

SiSO-DOiPSli 

0.00 
0.00 

i i i i iOiOa»i^ 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

5*i?0;oO;SiSi 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

SlftROOiiMif 

0.00 
0 00 

iî ^S ĵOO-jHr̂ S^ 

0.00 
0.00 

-^:fJS^.QQ,l$iSti: 

0.00 
O.OO 

i l W J O B ^ S i 

100.00 
100.00 

USsOiOO'iffi 

100.00 
100.00 

^apppoo îM 

0.00 

0.00 

J igaicRooiii^ 

100.00 

100.00 

tiiiioo3opiii 
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Output 

Positive Ageing 
Quantity 
Quahty 

W^!gmMiMms^^sm9mm^si:^^mim 
Aged Care Assessment 

Quantity 
Timehness 

^ci(&m^sim&i<fymmsimismimm^!mm:m 
Aged Support Services 

Quantity 

2001A)2 

1 

0 

mmmm 
1 
1 

2002/03 

1 

2 

2 
2 

Withdrawn 

0 

an^isisii 
0 

I 

Mi^S^s S!Sg4iss5 kSpi^Pais 

2 3 1 

Aged Residential Care 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Total .5-i5r^. '%;- ^^ Jf:;li j r . ^ , - ' - . , 
Aged Care Service System Development 
and Resourcing 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Toftil'. - . 
HACCPrimary Health, Community 
Care and Support 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Total: t3Ji:;jp- f: iimmiMmMMSM^^ ' *••-"?' 
BA CC Service System Development 
and Resourcing 

Quantity 
TOtalT^^ ! > . -•• <J.a''-'j~i.' '- ^-,3 i-,.*.'- - -' 

Vi^m^!AMvm^Wm^Mm^^^i^& 
Cotnmunlty Health Care 

Quantity 
Total ?!-: w': - --

School Nursing 
Quantity 
Quality 

mmsammb r .̂ :; - -: -i, .v.: _ -
Primary Health Service System 

Development and Resourcing 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Tunelmess 
Total -•"•% "rt r- T?--̂ -..̂ -_.u. 
Dental H e a l ( h « ^ ® ^ ^ ^ ® ^ ^ » ^ ^ 4 f 
Dental Services 
Quantity 
Quahty 
Tunelmess 
Tptal J f e - . -
Dental Service System Development 

and Resourcing 

Quantity 
To<al'^!«= Vis-7•^.^•±.'S.?^ =—•'V,^" M ^ f ^ - -pi' 

R » I > 8 g B a m i i a 5 i 4 1 ) n i E < 0 ^ ^ ^ , ^ ^ ^ * S 
Disease Prevention, Control and Surveillance 

Quantity 
Quality 
Timeliness 

l E c S S i ^ i i i l i i i p E ^ l ^ ^ ^ B i i P i a 
Drug Prevention and Control 
Quantity 
QuaUty 

T«a3|̂ wr«s? îss*^#«ifSBSii§^ 
Drug Treatment and ReliabilUation 
Quantity 

QuaUty 
Timeliness 

3 « f f i i l i i i § i S S i i i l i i ^ i i i i i i i l i i l 
Health and Social Development 
Quantity 

Quahty 
T t i t a i i J s ' K * ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ' ' *'".p<-'-?f-i-tf*!-«4i*!l** Pii 
Environmental Health and Safety 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

TcW!?= '̂î l«ia'a5S '̂SS?*''«^ î̂ ff̂ ts 

] 

1 
f^^'XSiAi 

2 
0 

s(is2iSi 

1 
0 

=Sllliiii 

I 
1 

! 
v,;;.!-^;-;:-

1 
1 

's^m^m 

1 
0 
0 

« i ^ l ^ s -

1 
2 
2 

J.vi5t?4f 

1 

^sM-ftj!; 

2 
4 

2 

I ^ I H 

5 

2 

Ei^7-ii[» 

4 

1 

2 

l i ^ l i l 

2 
2 

~S!«,4P&HT| 

2 
1 

'SfesB'̂ *! 

2 
1 

•sl^i* 3'^?:4-

1 
1 

|p. : .2. ; : :;: 

L 1 
1 

WSStmi 

1 
I 

] 
\^rl: \ 

2 
3 

iiiia.5T,„-,,. 

3 
1 
1 

•B«is5*f.-5^ 

1 
2 
2 

4f^-5s. i ; 

1 
fe^i^i. .̂ i 

2 
4 
2 

i p i s a l ^ 

5 

1 

aitl*«siai? 

4 
1 

2 

i ^ i i i l 

2 

2 
Ja^H J'l^j' 

1 
1 

^ ^ • S f * -

0 
0 

<msnm 

2 
0 

-^^^'2'^^^^ 

0 
0 

^fiiisft^s 

0 
0 

0 
! -- ' 0 - --; 

0 
0 

„«^ i i ig i 

0 
0 
0 

"•t-t^Ssr*. 

0 
0 
0 

arsssP ĴiJSt 

0 
-jf^.^^^rfs 

0 

1 
0 

i ^ S ^ ^ 

1 

1 

msmmm 
0 
0 

0 

anQ^sn 
0 

0 
;4."'?SS,055<4,̂ 'l!r 

2 

0 
.3tf-f1t^t% 

Unchanged 

1 
0 

i^mi^$ 

1 
0 

1 

i ^ i a i ^ P 

1 
1 

^ " " . ^ - s ^ 

0 
0 

':K,.:,i;o -'-; 

1 
0 

»::--r- -

1 
1 

] 

^::;3 1 - • -

1 
1 

^^M^i^^ 

1 
0 
0 

- . i , 

1 
2 
2 

tefts'-sfs» 

1 
•<5 îSSl 

New* 

0 
2 

ijfflgSaZifkS 

1 
2 

:̂  : i ' ! 3 i iK 

2 
S i » 2 :;& v 

1 
0 

'^sis:'l%*^ 

1 
1 

; .r ..2.j;:-r 

0 
1 

-. r : • 

0 
0 

0 
- • • , 0 ; - -

1 
2 

: - - 3 : - 5 

2 
1 
1 
4 . 

0 
0 
0 

•WSiiSOS*"?* 

0 
D -

2 
3 

2 

HiiffiiMl 

4 
1 

# t ^ i ^ J - . 

4 

1 

2 

smsjiiii^ 

2 

2 

,?hs.*e4 ^ = ^ 

0 

1 
^i^V1lJi,-tA-

0 
1 
0 

^HSPtts ' 

1 
0 

ET^SE&tf fr 

0 
0 

0 

sitgoins 
0 
0 

& <̂  Q .:̂ _-̂ \.., 

1 
0 

1 

Survival 

Rate (•/.)** 

100.00 
0.00 

mMmm-i?^ 

100.00 
0.00 

'm?i,cm^ 

50.00 

:?-a;,50.oa:«:| 

100.00 
100.00 

|?4^l0O3()0liSi 

0.00 
0.00 

.;;,.i^:>0;00flS 

lOO.OO 
0.00 

- .*100.00 '-- • 

100.00 
i .100.00-: -

100.00 
'- 100.00 . i 

100.00 
100.00 

„t ilOO.OO-i>-:j 

100.00 
0.00 
0.00 

tSiaocooawi 

100.00 
100.00 
100 00 

# # 1 0 0 0 0 # . 

100 00 
,j.«!-»t00,00 5^ 

100.00 
75.00 
100.00 

g|gj |!50t?:: : 

80.00 
50.00 

« f K i 3 t 3 i i f 

100.00 
100.00 

100.00 

aiiooiOOM 

100.00 

100 00 

Tf^^•100 00 

0.00 
100 00 

a3J3 

Novelty 
Rite (%)*•* 

O.OO 
lOO.OO 

^ § ^ ' 4 6 , ^ 7 ^ * 

50.00 
100.00 

^MSSiOQI^^ 

66.67 

»*Slf6i6T':AvS3f.-

50.00 
0.00 

»Sg33a3i:^S 

100.00 
100,00 

iSl»io<u>osis 

0.00 
lOO.OO 

-'^ sowsm 

0.00 
-=: ;^0.00 .̂ :;aS? 

0.00 
•-:»A0.00i4i| 

50.00 
66.67 

r-;^60.00 s«3 

66.67 
100,00 
100.00 

SsBSOiOOJlM 

O.OO 
0.00 
0.00 

^^^tsm^m 

0 00 
«̂ -s-© 00 ,3** 

0.00 
25.00 
0.00 

^:-yi2;502--a' 

20.00 
O.OO 

pw6^63i*i; 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

iisiOMmii 

0.00 

000 
~ - 1-0 00 f̂  

100.00 

000 
50 00 15 
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Appendices 

Output 

Food and A ctivity 
Quantitj' 
Quality 

Timeliness 
^lMmmmm^-->»-fr ,rj:-" . 3 I •--:•: s - -:fi • ,;::•;.-=:-: •': 
Biomedical Research, Ethics and Safety 

Quantity 
QuaUty 

T V l t a l i ' : : ; •-• / ; > . :^-• •: :. :? : ' : : ' ' 

Public Health Research, Information and 

Training 

Quantity 
Quality 

Total 's ^ • - ' _ - - -

0i£ability,SerWces ,-.-?> - . '^'^'f^mmsm^ 

Intalce Assessment 
Quantity 
Timehness 

Total-:.H;,::v'::..-•- : ; ; - : T - . - " - . : -> '.^ / Jftft? 

Planning and Coordination 

Quantity 

Quality 
Timeliness 
T t o l v:.;:- -

Primary Support 

Quantity 
QuaUty 

Timeliness 
T0taE?;i»?1"-riS:Si:...^H:: "J.:-vt:: 5 : ; s : S ^ 

Communitv Participation 
Quantity 
Timeliness 
T o t a l •y::::^»Oi:;T!-:"•:::- -•-,:•:. - - . : - : - .. : 

Flexible Support Packages 

Quantity 

Quahty 
T o f a l . ^ : . " . - • - ^ • : • 

Community and Home Based Support 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Total ::^LS::&.: '. : = - - - " -- - -

Shared Supported A ccommodation 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timeliness 
Total 3' 

Specialist Services 
Quantity 

Quahtv 

Timeliness 

T o t a l ' : ; - : , : = ; - • - . '•=• • ; - ' i : - - H i : :-?:=:;-::'• -:-'; 

Congregate Care 
Quantity 

Quality 
Toiar 3»Sf p'HFH ?̂ :S:- - •:?ft-s;. K-'S i-m^mM: Mi 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

TimeUness 
T o t a l e."?- v2 f, : : ' • - > - : . : r ' =' 

Quality and Accreditation 

Totalftl^H's:-; : - !:. '..= :-::<;::.,,; ;:•; 

Strengthening Communities 

Quantity 
Total'S'N:! "-'-: -f- , . ' - - - -

Information and Advocacy Services 

Quahty 

Total:::'--;;i:i:-:-::-;-^ -. '- - -̂  : -

(mmstai:^scismmBmwmm'^mimM^ 
Early Childhood Services 

Quantity 

Quahty 
Timeliness 

t6ai<si-\::\r"ftlMm-- -r "'V" • •• "• '"-^' ' '--'•:";:::= 

2001/02 

2 
1 

1 

^mumsi 
2 

1 

' S i i U P l 

2 

1 
, . ' J » 3 J 5 - J ! , 

1 

1 

msms::=' 

2 
1 
2 

• ; ; - i - - ^ - -

2 

2 
1 

IffiSiS":* 

2 
1 

- - : 3 : : . -

1 
1 

-?: ' 2 - ? " 

1 

1 
: ' 2 : ^-

I 

1 

1 
3 

1 

1 
1 

-i.z'.r^XyM 

1 
2 

aWiiSSiSi. 

2 

1 

1 
i ; - : 4 i : p . : i 

1 

1 
:,.^v2mA 

1 
v:-.:.-!":;:-

1 

1 
,- •- 2 - .̂:̂ ;' 

3 

2 
1 

•|';:::;'6'::-f 

2002/03 

1 

1 

1 

s s s s i i i ^ 

1 

1 

'm':2':^^-

2 

1 
< ;-"3*fi? 

1 

1 

-. : - 2 - - ' i * 

2 

1 
2 

:; V 5V- " 

2 
2 

I 

••a:1v5'?S 

2 
1 

---•:-: ' : :3i,-:; 

1 
1 

- : ^ 2 • : • ^ " ' : 

1 
1 

- - 2 ::-« 

1 

1 
1 

'BJer, 

1 

1 
1 

- : . i . " 3 : ^ ^ : / - : 

1 
2 

- s s M s S 

1 

0 

1 
:::ri;:'" ; 

1 

1 

-:::=r:;sz-ics 

1 
- : : - - l i ; v 

I 

1 
ry-ir':, 

3 

2 

1 

'fl-pisOffl'ni" 

Withdrawn 

1 
0 

0 

^m«fm 
1 
0 

:-' : ; ' i l - ^ : : -

1 
0 

?Sft®?l-' .35 

0 
0 

5-- ' -0-*^®' 

0 

0 
0 

----:;: 0' ----: 

0 

0 
1 

;='^^J1:qyia? 

0 
0 

; . - . , f l - , ; , , ; 

0 
0 

: - 0 !-': 

0 
0 

: ^0-^- < 

0 
0 

0 
^'!,^0r^^P^^"^. 

0 
0 
0 

: - 0 :„ > 

0 

0 

v-RiiSOMiS 

2 

1 

: V - 3 S i H i 

0 

0 

i.:i::,:::0,:,;,s5 

0 

- r . • t f i l i 

0 

0 

y .v',-0'-;v-

0 

0 

0 

Unchanged 

1 
1 

1 

S^SUIfPlS 

1 

1 
-- = - - i 2 - ' 4 ' 

1 

1 

- . a . ' l= 

1 

1 

jm=-^¥kii 

2 
1 
2 

- : ; : -31 V 

2 

2 
0 

• - 4 - :-

2 
1 

- 0 V 3 : - . , . 

1 
1 

••-•:- 2:::-- -

1 
1 

--:•: 2;' -:V 

1 
1 

1 

T , < \ J 3 . T ^ 

1 
1 
1 

; - ; : • . 3 g , : : ^ 

1 

2 

-;sa-;:-3-«'; 

0 
0 

1 
1 

-::-4„;':2y:-;; ; 

1 

Hiffil:-;''-

1 

1 

--•-----,2 ^•--': 

3 

2 

1 

New* 

0 
0 

0 

- 1 ; ^ ^ ' ^ "-

0 
0 

. ; v : - ^ 0 ^ - -

1 

0 
.•">-" ^ ' S ^ I J ^ S ^ 

0 
0 

i,:=7:-= 0 

0 
0 
0 

. 0 -y--

0 

0 
1 

I S l K i i i i i 

0 
0 

' - 0 ' ; ' - • 

0 
0 

- - 0 

0 
0 

• : : - ' 0 - y - = 

0 

0 
0 

' ., " ' - f l .* iiSri 

0 
0 
0 

. : 0 

0 
0 

::;/:,= 0..;«?;; 

1 

0 

' P i 1 -

0 
0 

••:::,:. 0 . •:..':-

0 
f i S P O • ' : * : * 

0 
0 

,::- -'By '̂Sa-

0 
0 

0 

-; - ' - \ 0 '-'-• ••• 

Survival 

Rate (%)** 

50,00 
100,00 

100.00 

S - 7 5 : 0 Q ^ 

50.00 

100.00 

^ - ' P * 6 S 6 7 P 1 

50.00 
100.00 

. , - ^ B 6 ^ 7 ^ 

100.00 
100 00 

-:5^lOO.X)tt5!S 

100.00 
100.00 

100.00 

- 'v lOKOft iH 

100.00 

100.00 
0.00 

l i B S f f i O f g ^ 

100.00 
100.00 

:'100,OOS* 

100.00 
100 00 

- 100 00 ' 

100.00 
100.00 

vpafiOiOOisi 

100.00 

100.00 
100 00 

'3«0O.t)0j«-'S~ 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

rt P I 0 0 . 0 0 ^ 

100.00 
100.00 

•#§sioo)ooitia 

0.00 

0.00 
100 00 

' -^sassooi^ 

100.00 
100.00 

saioosoiS 
100.00 

^ s5 i i lQ®CSi* 

100.00 
100.00 

i :4isSS100;OOS54P 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

, : y 100,001;" 

Novdty 

Rate (•/.)**• 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

'•t^S^^'SiOW^ 

0.00 
0.00 

msmsmmi 

50.00 

0.00 

^ i 3 3 a 3 # 5 | 

0.00 
0.00 

? ? a f O i 0 o : ' i ^ 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

g g s o i o o i ^ 

0.00 
0.00 

100.00 

l - 5 i l 2 0 : 0 a i S i 

0.00 
0.00 

SiiHWlOiiBi 

0.00 
0.00 

_- - 0.00 A 

0.00 
0.00 

smosmtM 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

•"C^fliOOilsPl 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

ssftsosOtel^ 

0.00 
0.00 

i^mms^ 
100.00 

0.00 

0 0 0 
m&om'^. 

0.00 
0.00 

feiB&OOifflfc* 

0.00 

i 5fiiSi(fcD(Ji!SS 

0.00 
0.00 

g s^iteo;oo'ii*sil 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
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Appendices 

Output 

Family and Comimiidty Support 
Quantity 
Quality 
Timeliness 

W6is^mm:smxmfmm^:wm^^9mmm 
Child Protection and Placement 
Quantity 

Quality 

TimeUness 

''iim^^gmms^vmfm^Kim^M^^^m 
Juvenile Justice Services 

Quantity 
Quality 
Timdiness 
TdfiaMiiiSSiiipft^aasi'iLfflssi^s-a^^ 

^SjSiS^V&^MP^^'^Si'A^^B^iMmgi^Si 
Energy Concessions 
Quantity 

T o t d - ' i ' ^ - -

Water and Sewerage Concessions 
Quantity 

Total , 

Municipal Rates Concessuins 

Quantity 

Total 

Trustee Services 

Quantity 
Quality 
Tunehness 
Total lfeW.~li * 
ff^isuigTAssistaiice%s»f^^S3;^^if^t^j 
Homelessness Assistance 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
TimeUness 
TbialSiaiwSBftgiii?*;M?:P 

Long term Housing Assistance 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timeliness 

TwaiiiiiMifc*- -"M^ ^ — • -- ' •- "'t 
Home Ownership and Renovation Assistance 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Tnnelmess 

Total J + ' - v - V 1 •• . n f t-^' 

:GigWaK«^BiSm'm%y?feSfEli^ 
• Number of new measures was derived from th 

2001/02 

3 
1 
1 

^i^is^i^ 

2 
3 
1 

m^s^ 
2 
3 
1 

;iite*^i 

3 
t^m ?-•>--

1 

%"\---% 

1 
*»'i!!*]:Jl !>-, 

1 
1 
1 

»• - 3 -" 

4 
1 
1 

i;Sv)S6;;;;j;S; 

6 
2 
1 

i i i i9 i i i 

1 
1 
1 

' 3 

mmm e latent con 

2002/03 

3 
1 
1 

S^SiilS 

2 
5 
2 

iSMSf 

3 
3 
1 

•Sfl^SI 

3 
' .'SI- 3 •-, .i -i 

1 
..i-i,l1 

1 

"v+1 

1 
1 
1 

3 -, 

4 
1 
1 

as ipas : 

6 
2 
1 

31^^111 

1 
2 
1 

^-4^ ' 

m^mm 
tent analysis 

W i t h d r a w n 

0 
0 
1 

^^mmm 
0 
0 
0 

wm&m 
0 
0 
0 

Sffi^ffl^^ 

0 
' 'i 0^ -

0 
0 

0 
tt^-i 

0 
0 
0 

* sso j^::^ 

0 
0 
0 

»::;5;;;;0i;;::̂ E;;; 

0 
0 
0 

fflflliSO;- " ;: 

0 
0 
0 

--fc 0 ^ "̂  

iMfa«,»t 

Unchanged 

3 
1 
0 

•«*44 l ( f t i « 

2 
3 
1 

SiiialSflfl^i 

2 
3 
1 

^?^^:i | .•OH5S;!::^^P 

7 

3 .-*; 

1 
1 

1 
•'~'- 1 •^'-.i-

I 
1 
1 
3 

4 
1 
1 

:H-s.--6p::-ss 

6 
2 
1 

•P 9 : _, 

1 
1 
1 
3 -,„ 

mmnmm. 

New* 

0 
0 
1 

-W^Cl'^SHS 

0 
2 
1 

•iSS«3S3S5S 

1 
0 
0 

imsi-^isiSgi 

0 
,- ii-"0 - •% 

0 
0 

0 
- - Jfl V 

0 
0 
0 
0 

L 0 
0 
0 

.*?aOP- .;, 

0 
0 
0 

p.-;:-0 'i- ' 

0 
1 
0 

^ I - ^ 

wmifm 

Survival 
Rate (•/.)** 

100.00 
100.00 
0.00 

=-sego.ooiSŝ  

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

i^oom^m 

100.00 

100.00 

lOO.OO 

iftaaoo.wss* 

100 00 
- I00.00il3f 

100 00 
lOOOO'i'rs 

100 00 
-..iHilflOOOPp 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
lOO.OOi-Pir 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

p/;;;l00.O0s# 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

P--100.00 P-

100.00 
100.00 
100 00 

JOO 00 •" 

iik«8SS6<ia 

Novdty 
Rate (•/.)*** 

O.OO 

O.OO 

lOO.OO 

•-SMO.OOi'S 

0.00 
40.00 
50.00 

fl#6ai3$«S;« 

33.33 
0.00 
O.OO 

.»i3i?:3a429:^fl 

0.00 

m^M.sm 

0.00 
P;:PO,00: p ; 

0.00 

mmmiOismk 
0.00 
O.OO 

O.OO 

iV'£'-o;oo.!ipB; 

0.00 
O.OO 

0.00 
hSBHSlOMiSm 

0.00 
0.00 
O.OO 

::;^'«.00 •':; -

0.00 
50.00 
0 0 0 

^ 25 00 ' 

mmwM'tm 
' Survival Rate (%) 

•NoivdtyRateC/o) 

Number of imchanged measures 
Total numbo- of performance measures in the 2001/02 budget papers 

Number of new measures for 2002/03 compared with fliose for 2001/02 

Total number of perfoimance measures in the 2002/03 budget papers 

X 100 

X 100 
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Appendices 

I>cpartment of Infrastmctnre Performance Measure Counts in the Victorian Badget Papers 
Number of Ou^nit Summary Group 2001/02 9 
Number of Output Summary Group 2002/03 9 

Regional and Rural Strategies 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Timehness 
Total 

Metropolitan Development Strategies 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Timeliness 
Total pp i 

Output 2001/02 2002/03 

1 
^ j M J ^ g : 

•:m>: 

Withdrawn 

•iiW'^&'i 

=^»a¥l̂ 5§rM 

Unchanged 

•̂  " r 3 "i^^ 

New' 

l ^ ' j S g 

5 3 ^ ; . 

Survival 
Rate (•/.)** 

25.00 
100.00 
100.00 

--^^isg-oc^^j 

66.67 
100.00 
0.00 

mmmW': 

Novelty 
Rate (•/.)*• 

O.OO 

0.00 

0.00 

f g l O : O 0 i g ^ 

33.33 
0.00 

100.00 
b teso -OOi 

Port Development Strategies 

Quantity 0.00 100.00 
QnaUty 100.00 0.00 

Timeliness 0.00 lOO.OO 
Total-;5'ii'. ;r3*P, ^^25,00^;^ wmssm 
Research and Forecasting Information 

Quantity 0.00 O.OO 

Tunelmess 0,00 0,00 

Total '^^^'r - j-d- ' ; 2 P O.OO,- ! ;0;O(ty 

Planning System Development 

Quantity 100.00 0.00 

Quahty 100.00 O.OO 

Timeliness 1 50.00 50.00 

tiMK« q i a ; i«Bt ) | |g | t^Ji9MMM' jMiSiM^m 
Planning Operations and Environmental 

Assessment 

Quantity 100.00 O.OO 

QuaUty 100.00 O.OO 

TimeUness 100.00 O.OO 

Total:'; ;iO; •TO,' -10 [Ammm JSKia)iO03iHi 
Heritage Conservation 

Quantity 100.00 O.OO 

QnaUty 100.00 0.00 

Timehness 100.00 0.00 

Total ? - B ' - •^.-f^'O ^"-"^ . . ^ O O ^ f i l f S I O i O O ^ 

Regional and Lrban Amenity Iniliati\es 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
TimeUness 

Total;;;; 
Environmental Strategies and Initiatives 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timehness 

Totaiiff 
•&W^iM^i^M^ieTm:&i{W^*^i 
Local Government Sector Development 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Total 

75.00 O.OO 

100.00 O.OO 

66.67 0 00 

5^75.00 -Q.om% 

Governance Support 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Timehness 
Total 
Grants Fundlingfor Public Libraries and 

Quantity 
Quality 
TimeUness 
Total' 
EorS'andlntermodal Getewayt.-

1 
,r;;iS^;s.|jji||;:::G 

5-!!."! J-

J- : .j.V-H 

100.00 O.OO 

100.00 0.00 

100.00 0.00 

j f ts isOaMliBS 

aSlOHKt 

- tn,"-- . 

;-3'' '.0:1 

66.67 
100 00 

'.^JB3-3;3^--.. 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

SifflOQlOi 

•'0--5i3-

75.00 

0.00 
0 00 
0 00 

0.00 
O.OO 

0.00 

jBBpft;OQ;fflil»: 

0.00 

100.00 
100 00 

.*S3.33-5 

0.00 

OOO 
ih^' G,00i#5. 

340 



Appendices 

O u t p u t 

Passenger Interchange Development 

Quantity 

Quahty 

Timel iness 
ir6talil$l#iii*#jBBi^5!SiPrP:''f-- ~ ^ ; 5 i B = ^ i ^ ! B g a 

vmmmmm»mmf,oxtsayi^i^^m Country/Interstate Rail Services 

Quantity 

Quahty 

X6tM"SlBiSl! |5tertiSKS|S6|^ 

Country Bus Services 

Quantity 

Quahty 

Timel iness 

Total luff lS*-^-"'- =- ?' ' - r 

School Bus Services 

Quantity 

Quahty 

TimeUness 

Total-I; JS?itiPspiib5#iWpfMaffiE;^^ 

R ^ i o n S l M d ^ H f i ' ^ V ^ n S i ^ i ^ ^ t f i i s I r ^ ^ 

Regional Public Transport Passenger and 

Freight Development 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timeliness 

TotaiiiiSismtiiHiiM;:;;;;;-;;;?:;;;-«•,-mu ;;;;;•;• ;;;-: 
A^a/or Regional Road Projects 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timeliness 

Total'ii.p;-: •,;: • '• ;- • - ^ - .- - , 

Regional A rterial Road Links 

Quantity 

Quahty 

TimeUness 

Total ' -;-

Regional Road Network Maintenance 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timeliness 

Total .; 1 '-!. , - - ' - -

M e t r o p ' o I i i a n i T r a n s p o r t S e m c K f r f ' f i t ' >\f^'^^ 

Metropolitan Tram Services 

Quantity 

QuaUtv 
Totalp;::;::-;.'-'"'; :.; =••;;-:' ^ v: 4,-...r:,i ;.,;..„.- . --. --5 

Metropolitan Tram Services 

Quantity 

Quahty 

Tota?ssitiŝ iii;i;*iw!5ffl;i;Sf«^^ 
Metropolitan Bus Services 

Quantity 

Quahty 

Timeliness 

Total ' 

Metropo l i tan , T r a d s p o r t ' l n l r a s t m c t u r e ^ ^ ® © 

a n d P u b h i D e v d o p m e n t J r o i e c t s S ^ K ^ s f e ^ 
Metropolitan Public Transport Development 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timeliness 

T d t a l i H g | l l ^ s i S ^ f l i . B B E S S M 3 l i S ; f f l » 

Major Metropolitan Road Protects 

Quantity 

Quality 

Tunelmess 

Total .1lVA3J>4-|..r!J<,!£"^--» s .i'^-i^^ 

Metropolitan ArteruU Road Links 

Quantity 

Quality 

Timeliness 

T 6 S i P ' « t 5 » s p t p 5 « p S M ^ 

2001A)2 

8 

1 

1 

'8nSS'10:a:-ii: 

3 

5 

3 ^ 1 5 s « l » f l 

2 

2 

1 

'*i%-jji5' iSft. 

2 

3 

1 

S i H i 6 - ^ - * ^ * 

2 

1 

3 
;::L ,H:6 ' j i i f 

4 

1 

1 
-, =. , P i 6 ; i ! g a 

11 

1 

1 

- : v « : i 3 •;:• ' 

4 

1 

1 
. - - 5 ' 6 -_> 

2 

4 

f l p i r 6 i S # 

2 

6 

S i | i i i s S ; i S i l 

2 

3 

1 

6 

1 

2 

1 

•;5ir§i:SW4;3ttgSH 

3 

1 

1 

5 < 

10 

1 

1 

l i B f t a Z i l K t 

2002 /03 

6 

1 

1 

'^J&nRiSiS' 

3 

5 

iHgilS 

2 

2 

1 

# . , ' ; 3 p - ' t i 

2 

3 

1 

?:VP6:„> : 

1 

2 

1 

SiHI l i 

3 

0 

1 

i l i i * 4 ,>:'-' 

11 

1 

1 

: - ' . 1 3 P ; 

3 

6 

1 

^^M)-^ 

2 

4 

^PSiiSiB 

2 

6 

isfiaiSi 

2 

3 

1 

$ -'. 

1 

3 

1 

3 

1 

1 
Ti, jJ-L 'ET' 

11 

1 

1 
• 5 S S K ? 1 * ' S S 

W i t h d r a w n 

4 

0 

1 

mmwM 

0 

0 

s a i S M 
0 

0 

0 

'A^^a^^^m 

0 

0 

0 

: i : P B i 5 ^ ^ 

2 

0 

2 

JiHsfB^H! 

2 

1 

0 
.™i,,:3,.r,3s,-

0 

0 

0 

;^;';;p0i:p;p 

3 

1 

1 

- ^ * = 5 i ? t - e 

0 

0 

:PSS0|^P 

0 

0 

H i p Q i i ^ 

0 

0 

0 

, ' -so*^ 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

"̂  pSO 5Sr V 

0 

0 

0 

:iSiii(lli 

U n c h a n g e d 

4 

1 

0 

•i^-^s^S'Ji^-^ 

3 

5 

w^^v^^. 

2 

2 

1 

^ S3^m 

2 

3 

1 
a S S T ^ S H l a j 

0 

1 

1 

iaS32-H;';p;-

2 

0 

1 

,? r - 3 - -" 

11 

1 

1 

' • " P ' B P - . 

1 

0 

0 

?1-- - K ^•v 

2 

4 

i l J P 6:P:;': 

2 

6 
B i a s 8 _ P : P i 

2 

3 

1 

<^ -- 6 -̂ .."-̂  

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

' 5 -i: 

10 

1 

1 

s;s^a2as 

N e w * 

2 

0 

1 

^Sr£3?g5SSi 

0 

0 

^ ^ K i O F ? : ^ 

0 

0 

0 

l i t t S O i i t f S i 

0 

0 

0 
^ p ; ' ; ; o - J V ' 

1 

1 

0 

iu;;-::: 2 i-ssjc 

1 

0 

0 

P : 1 — P 

0 

0 

0 

:_:• 0 ;'-:p. 

2 

6 

1 
- " 9 - ^ ^ 

0 

0 

- . ' i O . . . ; - ; : 

0 

0 

i p p ; - o p p , 5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

T- 0'< -^"^ 

1 

0 

0 

: mgek p •-

Survival 

R a t e ( • / . )** 

50.00 

100.00 

0.00 

•m^sojoomt-

100.00 

100.00 

^sooaoiss 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

i^dommM 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

pfflfiDOiOOiai 

0.00 

100.00 

33.33 

ismsmmM 

50.00 

0.00 

100.00 

•: SO.'OO.SiS 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

—^looioop^;; 

25.00 

0.00 

0.00 

t^;ff l '6i67flSsi 

100.00 

100.00 

-S-lOO.OO';;*' 

100.00 

100.00 

i«5aoo.ooM 

100.00 

100.00 

100 00 

< - . 1 0 0 , 0 0 -

100.00 

50.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100 00 

. - 1 0 0 OQt.-

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

. =-=:ioo«)a8 

N o v d t y 

R a t e ( • / . ) •** 

3 3 J 3 

0 .00 

1 0 0 . 0 0 

Mm^7.S0^i 

0 .00 

0 .00 

i i S e O ^ O O S i - ; 

0 . 0 0 

0 . 0 0 

0 . 0 0 

*J51iBO;i»S*;3 

0 . 0 0 

0 . 0 0 

0 . 0 0 

M#'-OMBm= 

1 0 0 . 0 0 

5 0 . 0 0 

0 . 0 0 

awsoajo^fi; 

3 3 . 3 3 

0 . 0 0 

0 . 0 0 

IssosiOOriai 

0 . 0 0 

0 . 0 0 

0 0 0 

.-=;o.oo -

6 6 . 6 7 

lOO.OO 

1 0 0 . 0 0 

:1l-Mf90;OOiW 

0 . 0 0 

0 . 0 0 

i « p ' 0 . o o ; : ^ p p 

0 . 0 0 

O.OO 

SigBSOX)0;SSS 

0 . 0 0 

0 . 0 0 

0 0 0 

rr^ Q 0 0 ^ - -

0 . 0 0 

6 6 . 6 7 

0 . 0 0 
S S p t O t O O f S I g 

0 . 0 0 

0 . 0 0 

OOO 

• w Jit 0 DC-?«r' 

9 . 0 9 

0 . 0 0 

0 . 0 0 

i: ^ ~ 3 3 , ' 6 f t i i ? S 
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Output 

Metropolitan Road Network Maintenance 
.Quantity 
Quahty 
inneiiness 

Major Public Construction atul Land 

Development' 

Quantity 

Quality 

Timel iness 

aSta 

2001702 

4 
1 
1 

Report in the 
Departmentof 

Innovalion, 
Industry and 

RegionaJ 
Development 

2002/03 

3 
6 
1 

4 

1 

6 

Withdrawn 

3 
1 

1 

Unchanged 

1 
0 

0 

"" 

New* 

2 

1 
' ;'9 - i:-

4 

1 

6 

-'=̂ r̂fl!5r,% 

Appendices 

Survival 

Rate (%)** 

25,00 

Novehy 
Rate ( • / . )"* 

66.67 

0,00 100,00 
aj»a6S7=Sfe -jpfiSOJW-aj^? 

#-^^^^tt 
For flie first time, m the 2002/2003 Victotian Budget Papers, flie Major Public Constmction and Land Devdopment output were transfened fixm die 

Department of Innovation, Indusoy and Regional Devdopment to the Department of Infrastructure. Tlierefore, performance measures of this output for 

the year 2001/2002 are not shown in fliis Table but are reported with the Department of hmovation. Industry and Regional Devdopment 

f | a B p % S a p f e d . : ^ § « t e ^ 

Taxi, Hire Car and Tow Truck Regulation 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timeliness 

Total ':p|:!iSP;';-:.-:;-;r;' -;':'" ,-;;:;;-•:- :;-i;r:-!. :; ma-f- •• :̂;:.:,.:•; 

Accessible Transport Initiatives 
Quantity 

Quality 

Timehness 

Total-;;:;- '. - • : - . • • 

Accident Biackspots 

Quantity 

Quahty 

Timeliness 

Total ; p 

Improvements 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timehness 

Total 

Vehicle and Driver Regulation 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timehness 

T o t a l ' P I - : - i -:; . -: 

Road Safety Initiatives and Regulation 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timehness 

Total- ; - - " 

Public Transport Safety Initiatives and Regulatie 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timeliness 

ToSl''^';';;';-;^;;B • ',;;';;:;:;;;;•;;;;-;',:gm:• - ";fl";';;;;; ;•; 

Marine Safetv Initiatives and Regulation 

Quantity 

QnaUty 

Timehness 

Total 

Brti&T'4ta}eiii!iiaif#My^^^ 

2001/02 

6 
3 
2 

wmn-::-fr 

5 

1 
2 

' - - : W 8 ; ; • . : • ' • 

1 
I 
1 

. :T:P3';.-::;-

2 
1 
1 

.^ -. 

6 
2 
2 

. ; . ,P ; iOp; , ^̂  

1 
1 
1 

- ^ • J ; 3 - ' ; ' 

n 

2 

3 
7 

smmi'sm 
9 

1 
3 
13 

w^Msmi 

2002/03 

8 
5 
1 

:'-iMivii; 

5 
1 
2 

' ' • , :^8P: -

1 
1 
1 

•;-' .-3 • i 

2 
1 
1 

^.^A-

6 

2 
2 

, ' ,U0; : - - ; 

1 
1 
1 

;• ;'-'3',."p^ 

2 
3 
4 

i i i s a p s 

7 

1 
2 
10 

«m?|i!% 

Withdrawn 

0 
0 
1 

:^; ;5 ' l - ipS 

0 
0 
0 

',;'-,:;0:p..: 

0 
0 
0 

, 0 ;-; . 

0 
0 
0 

- 'O'i. 

0 
0 
0 

V--,;:; o«s;-'-

0 
0 
0 

;; -; -; ovm-

0 
1 
3 

s^sm^m 
2 
0 
2 
4 

-«i;f5i«i 

Unchanged 

6 
3 
1 

^ S s - i O ' - p ; 

5 
1 
2 

-':-:!S8 -"-'-• 

1 
1 
1 

-•' .3 

2 
1 
1 

r4 P 

6 
2 
2 

' : p 4 o , • . 

1 
1 
1 

V-;:::,3--: . 

2 
2 
4 

7 

1 
1 
9 

;SiM9)*Jrlii: 

New* 

2 
2 
0 

p';--fes4i;'''? 

0 
0 
0 

-'"-'©'p--. 

0 
0 
0 

' V - -:. 

0 
0 
0 

•ih^SMi. 

0 
0 
0 

.: -"-0 :; 

0 
0 
0 

: : 0-^'Jy 

0 
1 
0 

IfiiiiiWi 

0 
0 
1 

- 1 

tfisssssaa 

Survival 
Rate f%)** 

100.00 
100.00 
50.00 

'"r-smivm 
100.00 
100.00 
100,00 

loo.oa-?', 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

•";;loo»02=t 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

-i'lSlEWitKlii 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

';100;00 ;?̂ % 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

; ; iDo.oe;^ 

100.00 
66.67 
57.14 

•;:p-';s6^BffifSi 

77.78 
100,00 
33 33 
69 .23-=-

ikWsmim, 

Novdty 
Rate (•%)** 

25.00 
40.00 
O.OO 

r^i28:l57laS|; 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

P:S'0;00;j#i; 

0.00 
O.OO 

0.00 

igsiiaoopjste 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

mmxiosm 
0.00 
0.00 
0 0 0 

&*"0.00;r'#jl 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

^Mo^df^m 

O.OO 

33J33 

0.00 

-rllBl^S^ 

0.00 
0.00 

50 00 
= 1510.003^1. 

wmium^ 
Number of new measures was derived from the latent content analysis 

'Survival Rate (•^) 

'Novelty Rate (%) 

Number of unchanged measures 

Total number of perfonnance measures in the 2001/02 budgetpapers 

Number of new measures for 2002/03 compared with those for 2001/02 

Total number of peiformance measures in the 2002/03 budget papers 

X 100 

X 100 

For the comparison puipose, the following Table was estabUsed to enable the calculation of flie Survival Rate and Novelty Rate by using flie data for 

2001 A)2 from the Department of hmovation. kdustrv and Regional Devdotjment and data for 2002/03 from the Department of Infiastructiue. 

Major Public Construction and Land 

Development 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timehness 
!^tiy;a;;;g;pp;-5,;p'8Bt!isHSiiBiiS5fflasig 

2001/02 

4 
0 . 
7 

î̂ ti-H'̂ lltiiSB.tljili 

2002/03 

4 

1 
6 

j i i iBaii 

Withdrawn 

2 
0 

7 

iifflraiiiiii 

Unchanged 

2 
0 
0 

mMiasi 

New* 

2 
I 
6 

;S:;p|ss9iiii 

Survival 

Rate (%)** 
50.00 

0.00 

0.00 

i s l i i M ' R S t B 

Novdty 

Rate (%)**' 
50.00 

lOO.OO 
100.00 

iSi8i282Sis 
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Appendices 
I>epartment of Innovation, lodnstiy and Regional Devdopment Performance Measnn Counts m the Victorian Budget Papen 
Number of Output Summary Gnn^ 2001/02 6 s r" 

Output 

mmmssmmsmi^mmmmmF\ Strmegic Policy 
Quantity 
QuaUty 

Timeliness 
T o t a l ' ; i;5S:i;P :̂'.-:=.!Li5T:f|J|mjfr»lPi2uî ^^^^^ 

STI Policy, Awareness and Biotechnology 
Quantity 
Quahty 
Timeliness 
Tdtil'4hiPi5nF=& > - i : « i , ssl'-'i-^iir -t-S'-J' 
£77 initiative Management 

Quantity 
Timdiness 
Total p f t rf-"' :̂ ,= -- -p- P rr -^ =3r - 5 - ' • 

Tecknohgy Commercialisation Program 
Quantity 
Tota P P ' ^ .; - " p i P-- :;- ••'•;;,-

ICT Industry Development and E-Commerce 
Quantity 
T ^ ^ J i i B H f iMpi'Sii;';- p v;'; - - -; 
E-Govemment and ICT policy 

Quantity 
Quality 
TotaliftSiiiillie;-:^;;- . --H :•::,- ' ..-- , ;„ 

ICT Community Development 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 

Tdiaiiif;SNf;as;fflE;' ''; ' " 
E-Govemment Infrastructure 
Quaitity 
Timehness 
•Tota4lCP_- „-'-.,-_-j-r r,- - - ' , - , ^ . 

BriarresP8^s^g^s^^^@¥'^^^*^fv 
Investment Facilitation and Attraction 
Quantity 
T o i ^ S i i ^ 4 ^ 4 & # s * ^ ^ i ^ ^ ^ S ? . - s ^ B ? t & £ r c 
Business Development 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
T<itiSll&TS9fSi!,<^.Sii3#r^^^-' '%?P#'6rars^^ 
Regional Strategic Leadership 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Timeliness 
T0 l i t i l « f ^ ; t ' ' S t - . . ^ ^ i i i f - ' i - •••*§"'>-^- -

.Sura/ Communitv Development 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
I M t a t p S i S l S P B I i s i i i s S a i p i i S ; .PP"'-̂ ^P^ 

Regional Infrastructure Development 
Quantity 
Quality 
Timeliness 
T6taB^&'ISi#'i5«9**'tS •aS'ii'-l =i Jĵ -SfisSiiiafift 
RegioiuU Economic Development 
Quantity 
Timeliness 
fbtsBMS^gfli^si^ii^ftifllSilllSiiiS 
Regulation Reform 
Quantity 
QuaUty 

Timehness 
Total T l̂î -Ji,--!—-!.- ^ -̂  % •"— ^„ 
.fma// Business Support and Onlme 

Business Services 
Quantity 
QuaUty 

T6ja5i lSiP;SagSi ;5gi ,a | i |5 ;g ;p :s ' i;pi* - :.:-;;p 

2001A)2 

1 
2 
2 

^sg^mi 

6 
1 
5 

|*#«2fc4« 

4 
4 

^ ' S f S S S i ^ 

13 
f ' ~ t - i 3 P p 

8 
f;;i-g f ;; 

4 
1 

f ^ ^ P H H S 

4 
0 
0 

""''•if^l^i^^i^^ 

3 
1 
4 

8 

« 

10 
0 
3 

^ ^ I S S i ' S i 

2 
2 
5 
9 

5 
1 
3 

.i • p . g - ' . 

4 
1 
1 

3i t | !5S6' 'S^ 

3 
1 

• i iSS4iSi i» 

3 
2 
2 

- ^ 4 r > 4 ! 

10 
5 
4 

s i i i lsMii 

2002/03 

1 
2 
12 

S g g g ^ 3 ; p p i s - N 

7 
1 
7 

;Sf.fl3if|:^;:;« 

7 
9 

: f M « ^ S - p # « 

17 
;pp?;-:17.p:'; ':-P 

8 
; r j : ; p . i 8 ^ ; ' ; ^ ' 

5 
1 

«|ffl«S&":= -̂ '̂ s 

4 
1 
1 

iWi i iS iSSIs 

3 
1 
4 

10 
-10 

12 
1 
3 

; l l * « a € j * j s s K 

3 
0 
5 

' - T - ' i ^ f f j S - ^ 

5 
1 
3 
9 -

5 
I 
1 

«:Li*a:^iS.SK;i=-f 

3 

1 
;«ilSls«feiiSs 

3 

2 
2 

t...f--iSj^ ^ 

10 
5 
4 

. I ' l ^ H i ^ i S i i i f ! , 

Withdrawn 

0 
0 
0 

s?':^. ^'^• 

1 
0 
0 

T^ss^m 
0 
1 

--«gag&';? 

0 
'>.- 'p«o;pp 

0 
- " P 0 ; i > - - ' ; 

0 
0 

';pS?P[JipBgi: 

0 
0 
0 

R;'f;:'P0'i''4 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

2 
0 
0 

- i H S i l S ^ ^ 

0 
2 
0 

• 8 * ^ 3 : ^ ® 

1 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 

MM)&^ 

0 
0 

siaiiisajft;̂ '" 

0 
0 
0 

*• jii'-K) n ~ 

0 
1 
0 

•isMiiiife 

Unchanged 

1 
2 
2 

- - - ' - ^ 5 ^ - - ; 

5 
1 
5 

SiSia-R^J 

4 
3 

rip5>g7.̂ fig 

13 
' ;• 1 3 - ' P 

8 

;:"-:. ;:« •/-:--

4 
1 

' > ' ' ^ P r -

4 
0 
0 

' ; :—;4pPK 

3 
1 
4 

8 

« 

8 
0 
3 

VTSSSH'S^ 'S ' 

2 
0 
5 

«S«ffiiPll 

4 
1 
3 
-S 

4 
1 
1 

^ ^_^l^ ' ' ^ !^ i^ i |» . 

3 
1 

t35;fei4^4i^!^ 

3 
2 
2 

7 » 

10 
4 
4 

l igl lSi iK 

New* 

0 
0 
10 

' - ^ 1 0 P « 

2 
0 
2 

^ # « ' ^ 3 3 i i 

3 
6 

, ^ # S . # i 4 d 

4 
i. , ,„4,: 15; 

0 
- -.0 '-;• 

1 
0 

- ' i l lP^P; 

0 
1 
1 

'-•p^^%;'-;r 

0 
0 
0 

2 
2 

4 
1 
0 

,;!ii3SiS';a-*5' 

1 
0 
0 

:r'?SBBK,; 

1 
0 
0 
l.i?t is 

1 
0 
0 

Survival 
Rate (•/.)** 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

^P'KlOO.DO •-;;: 

83 J 3 
100.00 
100,00 

^.^mGTiWM 

100.00 
75.00 

fmstst)^ 

100.00 
P^IOOOO?*?, 

100.00 
' p ; ; ! 00.00'p^! 

100.00 
100.00 

5:;;*TOO;O0;-pK 

100.00 
0.00 
0.00 

^'SlOOiOO *-: 

100.00 
100 00 
100 00 

100.00 
10O.0O™i; 

80.00 
0.00 

100 00 
S i i i i 8 4 J 2 J ^ 

100.00 
0.00 

100.00 
-;5;;pi3^i78ii^ 

80.00 
100.00 
100 00 

-. . : ?88S9P- - -_ 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

^.m.^'1? 5WHL00i0O^S!: 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

^ -^ 

0 

1 
0 

100.00 

100 00 
- iOOOOiS 

100.00 
100.00 
100 00 

i.^irioo'oo 

100.00 
80.00 
100.00 

,;;;;x;cPP'p;r;94;Ws:?t 

Novdty 
Ra te (•/.)*** 

0.00 
0.00 

83-33 
;--66;67-','-?;i 

28.57 
0.00 

28.57 
5^p£26j67Sf£; 

42.86 
66.67 

siisssiisaWi 

23,53 
p;- 23.53i ;SS 

0.00 
' ' /0 .00-Pvil 

20.00 
0.00 

> '* '16 ;67i3y; 

0.00 
100.00 
100.00 

: ;p: .^3333'- ig 

0.00 
0 00 
0 00 

20.00 
120:OOp:-3i 

33.33 
100.00 
0.00 

wMmsmn 
33 J 3 
0.00 
0.00 

WS&SQ^ 

• 20.00 
0.00 
000 

T - 1 1 11 „" -. 

20.00 
0.00 
0.00 

iHiB429l® 

0.00 

0.00 

HfBOiDOi-,!! 

0.00 
0.00 
000 

-»y»-ooMs 

0.00 
20.00 
0.00 

^ sssp^stissas 
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Appendices 

Output 

Trade Measurement Development and Services 
Quantity 
Quahty 
Timeliness 
TdtatiBii*;t;;-'''';,;;; '̂  - -P̂  •;; <;: - -• •^-: • • - -• 
Effective Management of the Sale of Liquor 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
TimeUness 
T o l a l ' = i - «^*>-.. '^'' ' •• - "•' " i;-!-

mamimi^iiSm^e^4^^A0^<-<>'>^ 
Industrial Relations Services 
Quantity 
Quahty 
Timeliness 
Total-U'';-;-;-- ' : ' ' . ' " ;-- -;-;"• 
Industrial Relations Policy 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
Total ;:'rT/-P. -

Empliiymeni?Erograms" 
PoUcy and Labour Market Advice 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
TimeUness 

mm^m^^mm^M^M^ir";-7r PS 
Community Employment Programs 
Quantity 
Quahtv 
Total,-/ ; ; ; ' p ' . ' » - ; • ; ; ; ; ; - ' ' • ; • - ;-;« 
Business Employment Programs 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
•MMS^^^^i^~'9^3^^rt 
Migrant Employment Services 
Ouantitv 
QuaUty 
Total/Sfre3j?i*M4-'J-"-'''.?.T4S' 'S0S^?^f , '^'r 

2001/02 

5 
1 
3 

;:P;tt9:^"--

8 
4 
3 

". i-; 

2 
1 
7 

^ ' p ; ; 1 0 ;;-;•:• 

2 
2 
4 
5 

Report 
m 
the 

Department 
of 

Education 
and 

Training 

2002/03 

5 
1 
3 

•^•'-rr '^- 'rS^^^:^^ 

8 
4 
3 
15 

3 
2 
6 

- '"''';;Hi^P 

2 
3 
3 

• -i-'S^vemg, 

1 
1 
2 

iiP|.;g;;4i;i!lisi 

2 
2 

;iii'' ' - 4 ' , - ' .;=;p 

4 
2 

p p , = :- -6' .^^.;;;: 

2 
-) 

•;p ^ 4 - ' p 

Withdrawn 

0 
0 
0 

iif^j/sty^M 

0 
0 
0 

' 0 i^-P', 

0 
0 
1 

i f ia iTtp ' ; -

0 
0 
1 

• s i i r^Jj*:^ 

Unchanged 

5 
1 
3 

Si*P59>lJi^ 

8 
4 
3 

isi^ilS- ~fZ-

2 
1 
6 

i - ' " " 9 ^ - P 

2 
2 
3 

sSSlftfefe--;;? 

Ne*'* 

0 
0 
0 

-spi;-0 / i v 

0 
0 
0 

T,.,?HFO rt 

1 
I 
0 

. pp-2-- •̂;:-

0 
1 
0 

1 
1 
2 

• - - • " • ' ^ 4 " ' ' ' 

2 
2 

----P4 --;P 

4 
2 

v..:';6^i;;'; 

2 
2 

::,^P 4 .,/,::'' 

Survival 
Rate (•/.)** 

100,00 
100.00 
100.00 

-54S;ioo:oo>wi 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

• ^ i o s < o o : ^ 

100.00 
100.00 
85.71 

SHSKlSlOSt 

100.00 
100.00 
75.00 

sWs87i50i«^ 

Novdty 
Rate (•/.)*** 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

?;;iss?oj)o?jSf 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

•^^iSXlS^ii 

3333 
50.00 
0.00 

. -pp i snsTP* 

0.00 
L 33J3 

0.00 
fefiSKSfSOSBi?; 

1 1 
# For the first time, in the 2002/2003 Victorian Budget Papers, the Employment Programs output was transferred from the Department of Education and 
Traimng to the D e c e n t of hmovation. Industry and Regional Development. Therefore, performance measures of this output for the year 2001/2002 are 
not shown in this Table but are reported witii the Department of Education and Training, 

Output 

Sport and Major Event Facilitation 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timehness 
Total 
.Sporf and Recreation Industry Development 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timdiness 
Cost 
Total 
Sport and Recreation Facility Development 
Quantity 
TimeUness 
Totals 

Tourism Marketing and Event Facilitation 
Quantity 
QuaUty 

2001/02 

-13:;;;;» 

13 

10 

siHHiiiil 

2002/03 

Report 

die 

Department 

of 

Tourism, 

Withdrawn 

13 

Unchanged New' 

Timeliness 
Total; 

14 

-23 

Tourism Industry and Infrastructure Development 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
Total 

StaSJvaJjĝ ^̂ lî SiiS^̂ ittiuJSî g'̂ ?̂ 
Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games 

Timeliness 
!mi^smmm^s&^^^^^^^^ 

Sport 

and 

die 

3:13; 

10 

19 

14 

Survival 
Rate (•/.)*' 

Novelty 
Rate (%)*' 

Commonwealth 

Games 

•23-

mmm 
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Ontpnt 2001/D2 2002/03 Withdrawn Unchanged New* 
Snrvrval 

Rate (%)•• 
Novehy 

Rate (%)"* 

## For flie first time, in the 2002/2003 Victotian Budget P^ien, three outputs {namely. Sport, Recreation and Racing; Tourism; and Melbourne 2006 
Commonwealth Games) were transfened fitsn the Department of State and Regional Development (currently called the Department of Innovation, Industry 
and Regiona] Development) to the Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games. TTierefore, performance measures of diis oû >ut for the 
year 2002/2003 are not shown in this Table but are rqiorted wifli &e Department of Tourism. Sport and the Commonwealtii Games. 

Output 

MsMMmm%mm.i^m^^^M Major Public ConstrueHon and Land 

Development 

Quantity 
Quality 
Timehness 
Total -:;-?;p-- -;:;';-^-'- •.::-;;-';'':- v'. -;';-'-r "': = :^-

•(s^mmsm^^^^i^smmmsmm 

2001/02 

4 
0 
7 

"'p;!Tl-?i!BB 

2002/03 

Report 
in 
the 

Department 
of 

Infrastructure 

Withdrawn 

4 
0 
7 

=Pi:pnP:; ' 

Unchanged New* 
Survival 

Rate (%)** 
Novdty 

Rate (•/.)** 

^mm&^mmim^&^^^^SES^ls^^imimmM^mMmm Number of new measures was derived from the latent content analysis 
'Survival Rate (%) 

•••Novehy Rate (%) 

Number of unchanged measures 
Total number of perfonnance measures in the 2001/02 budgd papers 

Number of new measures for 2002/03 compared with those for 2001/02 
Total number of performance measures in the 2002/03 budget papers 

X 100 

X 100 

### For the first time, in the 2002/2003 Victorian Budget Pî Jers, Major PubUc Construction and Land Development output were tiansferred from the 
Department of State and Regional Development (currently called the Department of Innovation, Industiy and Regional Development) to the Department of 
Infiastructure. Therefore, perfoimance measures of this ou^ut for the year 2002/2003 are not shown in this Table but are reported with the Department of 
Infrastructiu .̂ 

For the comparison purpose, the foUovring Table was estabUsed to enable tiie calculation of the Survival Rate and Novelty Rate by using the data for 
2001/02 from the Department of Education and Training and data for 2002/03 from the Department of Innovation, hidustry and Regional Development 

Policy and Labour Market Advice 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
.Total •̂̂ B*- i 

Output Group / Year 

> A .-^y -tlf i- jf^t^g IJ l ^ i i i i 
Community Employment Programs 

Quantity 

QuaUty , „ , I 

Business Engiloyment Programs 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Tt>td'^S!^£^'ef*S, <H.ggtigS ^fjf.-^mi^A^ 
Migrant Enqiloyment Services 
Quantity 
Quahty 

2001/02 

I 

^s^y.'^'M 

«<--:: 

T g ^ i i i ^ g i f -

2002/03 Withdrawn 

;|S8iiiiiMii 

•s-OfS^ -=e 

SSSKSiS 

i«!5f0IS;p 

Unchanged 

P 2 -

• 3 ^ < 3 T ^ 

New* 
Survival 

Rate (%)** 

100.00 
0.00 

100.00 

pai''ioo.oO' 

100.00 
lOO.OO 

SpaooM; 

-0'^' ^i '-'•'"M-^^ •gaa&g.g^^ 

>o 

100.00 
100 00 

Novelty 
Rate (%)** 

0.00 
100.00 
50.00 

iSOiOO;? 

0.00 
0.00 

:&mm^?^ 

0.00 

C- l̂OOOOn'jf 

100.00 
100 00 

'^-•^OOJIO 

000 
'XW)0« 

0.00 
000 

'%VX)W i^4 

• Number of new measures was denved from the latent content analysis 
• • Survival Rate (•^) 

•••Novelty Rate (%) 

Ntimbcr of tmchanged measures 

Total number of perfonnance measures in tiie 2001/02 budget papers 

Number of new measures for 2002/03 compared with those for 2001/02 

Total number of perfonnance measures in die 2002/03 budget papers 

X 100 

X 100 

345 



Appendices 

Department of Justice Performance Measure Counts in the Victorian Budget Papers 
Number of Output Summary Group 2001/02 13 
Number of Output Summary Group 2002/03 13 

Output 

v&mwtsm^m^^mm^m^. Crime and Violence Prevention 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Timeliness 
Tota l iP ' ; ';;•-;; P ; - ; ; ; ; 

Emergency Readiness Support 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timehness 
Total- t r. ^ -

£2£efgency Prevention and Response.'^ >'' ' ' 
Metropolitan Fire and Emergency Services 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Timehness 
Tbta':- -:•:--"• 
Rural and Regional Fire Services 

Quantity 
Timeliness 
Total;;';;:?-'" - - ? •--' - ' 
State-wide Emergency Services 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
TimeUness 
Total•^•*=-V>*''i'-1--^1 X-1 " -'""• r _ -

•Gmmmmiaoi:i^M^msmy^sWsism<i: 
Police Presence in the Community 

Quantity 
QuaUty / Timelines; 
Totals?;;:-'-;-';;«,- - ' • ' , ; ; : - : - ; ? ; -PP 

Community Safetv Programs 

Quantity 
Quality / Turicline^ 

Total 
Inddent , tmerfcncy'-and E v e n t M a n a g e m e n l , 

Response Readiness 

Quantity 
Quahtv 
TimeUness 

Total 
Response to Incidents 

Ouantitv 
QuaUty 

Total 4P:': «;•'-'::;-

Event Management 

(SSvS&t^w&S^Wo'&fini^lSia.^^i^^^^^i 

Investigation of Crimes against the Person 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Timeliness 
Total ' ' ; ' ; ; - ; ' -"--• ' : - - -
Investigation of Crimes against the Property 

Quantity 

QuaUty 
Tunelmess 
Total 
Investigation of Illegal Drug Activity 

Quantity 

Quality 
Timeliness 
Total'SilsiiiSKSs;;?,;:;; :K'!ffl:;:'B-;:'r!i|s^ 

Road Safety Strategies and Awareness 

Quantity 

TMiiiSiisaiiipiSi5!ii«5iiiBaailg^ 

2001/02 

1 
1 
1 

'p;; '3;--- -

1 

1 
1 

= < : ' 3 " • ; • * -

1 
1 
1 

- 3 ' -

] 

1 
';;-;'2.';-p' 

1 
1 
1 

ii-:.-3a% 

2 
1 

; ,p . ;3 ;p 

1 

2002A)3 

1 
I 
1 

•;--^-J3-' :" 

1 
1 
1 

--'pJ^l, 'f: 

1 
1 
1 

.:,?:;-,3; .-. 

1 
1 
2 : - ; 

1 
1 
1 

;><.;%-3 

2 
2 

;; A- -: 

1 
' 1 1 

2 

3 
1 
1 

.- 6 >41 

1 
1 
1 

; ; - ' ' - 3 - - . 

1 
1 
1 

; - 2 -':: 

1 
5 
1 

- ' " 7 ' 

1 
5 
1 
7, -

1 
6 
1 

5 

2 

1 -y. , .. 

3 
1 
1 

3-fS 

1 
1 
0 

-2 --: 

1 
1 
1 

'"P:3"-]^^ 

1 
1 
1 

- ^ ; ; 3 -:• 

1 
I 
1 

1 
1 
1 

vrsm:£. 

2 

1 SffisMiliS? 

Withdrawn 

0 
0 
0 

' - ; , < } ; •'--

0 
0 
0 

'..•^<^-'S^ K, 

0 
0 
0 

. - - • 0^ 'V; 

0 
0 

- • ; - 0 .' = 

0 
0 
0 

^ 0 ' * -

0 
1 

:; 1 ' - :-

0 
0 

----- :0 ;- '-: 

0 
0 
0 

i'. ^ 0 - , 

0 
1 
1 

;:;,:: 2 

0 
0 
0 

-•-; :tl^ S 

0 
4 
0 

;;--4 .-P' 

0 
4 
0 

0 
5 
0 

p;:;p:;;5i:n;p? 

0 

Unchanged 

1 
1 
1 

'. 3 :p-,--' 

1 
1 
1 

\ i f g ^ . - ^ 

1 
1 
1 

P ' " L 3 -:-r; 

1 
1 

-", ; ;- :2.- P 

1 
1 
1 
3 ' 

2 
0 

-p ' 2 - ; 

1 
1 

.2 v -

3 
1 
1 
5 

1 
0 
0 

- p i 

1 
1 
1 

' - ^ 3 . - ? " 

1 
1 
1 

;-:.'-'-3 " • 

1 
1 
1 
3 - -., 

1 
1 
I 

i ;P ' ; 3 P " 

2 

New* 

0 
0 
0 

.p;,;:,0 :: -r 

0 
0 
0 

' r ^ > 0 " ' 3 ' = ' 

0 
0 
0 

-T: '--0 '"-;-

0 
0 

-'..-.Or-:-

0 
0 
0 
0 ~ 

0 
2 

, ; P 2 P . - p 

0 
0 

- : ; , 0 - • 

0 
0 

c 
0 

0 

1 
0 

• 1 - : - -

0 
0 
0 

,„,- .-o-iv:-;-,; 

0 
0 
0 

- 13----

0 
0 
0 

- f, -<;0,"b s 

0 
0 
0 

. - : 0 . - ' 

0 

IIBifflffiiiiS 

Survival 

Rate (•/.)** 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

pioo.oosia 

100.00 
100.00 
100 00 

-""1 100 0 0 ^ 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

5'StOO:D03;i 

100.00 
100-00 

vAm.Kr: 0; 

100.00 
100.00 
100 00 
100.00 t-> 

100.00 
0.00 

; ;;66.67 ;-;•---

100.00 
100.00 

,?;;100.00 - p 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

loaoopp 

100.00 

0.00 
000 

- - ; ; 33.33 -:--

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

' 'flOO'OOP'Pi 

100.00 
20.00 
100.00 

,.;;42:86>p?; 

100.00 
20.00 
100 00 

, _ . > 4 2 S 6 . 7 ; ' -

100.00 

16.67 
100,00 

; . - P 3 7 : 5 0 " P 

100,00 

Novdty 
Rate (•/.)*** 

0,00 
0.00 
0.00 

igSWCOOtfiK 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

^SiOiOOsi^g; 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

s^^o?ooii« 

0.00 
0.00 

pisio/ooiSiii 

0.00 
0.00 
0 0 0 

S3«fsO'001?''iS 

0.00 
100.00 

i-ipSO.OO-alsS 

0.00 
0.00 

Pl;p:,O.00:'Sfc 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

piE|;o,00;ii;aa$ 

0.00 

100.00 
0.00 

:,-'; 50,00 '. 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

;TSili)0iPOfflffiW! 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0 0 0 

,-a?t0.1K) ,f *'•; 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

--;H;i-o;oo;;S^ 

0.00 

t JiiS3)jQ03iSSi' 
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Output 

Road Traffic Law Enfarcemertt 

Quantity 
Quality 
Timdiness 

ToMS|8aSs!iiSiSiliSip;?f'" " P - ; ' 'SSt t i«f iSB; 
Road Truffic Incident/Collision Management 
Quantity 

Quahty / Timelines' 
-Total-^•u-'^'^ ^if'S-ri^'^ -" -̂-K ^-o^jr^^^ Z^ 

SMmmeOii^mmSystGa^^mmkM'. 
Providing Justice Services 
Quantity 
Quality 

TimeUness 

^osm^mss^^a^mmm^Bmmm 
Managing People in Police Custody 
Quantity 
Quahty / TimeUnes< 

Le^Snppor t - fo r JGovernmenr -^^J^^J fcKlS* 
Legal Policy and Law Reform 
Quantity 
Quality 
TnneUness 
T o t a l -'3H.'"ls;>-.-;^t;''.|--. P--i--' - 5 -S-a-, f^' -"7, -^ ij 

Legal Advice to Government 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
TimeUness 
Total : ; - - " ;- - - -•- : ; -

Privacy Regulation 
Quantity 
Quahty 
TimeUness 

Total H;!i55i!:iii!ihS5s»;:;-; " • " 
Native Title Framework 
Quantity 
Quahty 
Timehness 
Total ' ' -- --

State Electoral Roll and Elections 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
Total'-;;p-;;;;;::';-; ;;. - - ' " ; ' ; ; - ; ' . --'-rp-.. ; " 

Registration ofBirtlis, Deaths and Marriages 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Tunehness 
Total «•" sn ^ -̂  •»- - ^p-

I h S p a i i i n r i r n s i , M i ^ # J 3 S p * ? | » ^ # > * ' 

Public Prosecutions 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
TimeUness 

®a»^if f l i i i i i i i i i i iB^^^^i i iSs 
Forensic Evidence 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
T<s6^lfl^at3^>,:|̂ l:iaiS;pfci^^^ 
Matters in the Supreme Court 

Quantity 
QuaUty 

Timdiness 
Tota??i$rv?5#i%si*ii= |̂J&fe;̂ ^ 
Matters in the County Court 
Quantity 
QuaUty 

Timeliness 

Matters in the Magistrates' Court 
Quantity 
OuaUtv 
Timeliness 

ai^aiWiiiSiiiHsiii^iis^i^^ 

2001/02 

1 
3 
1 

S f ^ S S 

1 

: 
sssa*'-^ 

1 
2 

1 

8«^ttr^ 

1 
3 

-r-^A--

3 
1 
1 

Jk?;S5Pii3P'̂  

1 
1 
I 

Pp53';,:•-:-. 

2 
1 
I 

;:--;.j4^p:;-

2 
1 
1 

^-w4.T-,--: 

7 
1 
1 

':•, --?9p;";' 

3 
1 
2 

'"•'^iiS^iy 

1 
1 
1 

aBSHii 

1 
0 

2 

r S - ? s 3 i « 

I 
1 

2 
i*l#ia4*«'-''j; 

1 
1 

2 

T i S 3 l 4 ^ ^ 

I 
1 
1 . 

ILpiSiBpjtt 

2002A)3 

1 
1 
1 

1 
0 

^^ l^fe 

1 
2 
1 

mmmi 
1 
2 

-w'j3r3iK>-

4 
2 
2 

% i d * | S # 

1 
1 
1 

;;:P-i3,',p2' 

3 
1 
1 

PPp5--;;;;i' 

1 
1 
1 

.aSSS'-pp 

5 
1 
1 

Psn;7-;s~-

3 
1 
2 

^ i ^ ^ ' S ^ 

1 
1 
I 

IDS23#?>. 

1 
1 
2 

=$^-^4-jP^% 

1 

1 
2 

> ^ S 4 S ^ 

1 
1 

2 

^ ^ ^ 4 ^ 8 ? ^ 

1 
1 

1 

;liii^ii' 

Withdrawn 

0 
3 
0 

i.^a«g^,'ga£gfi|j£i*; 

0 

1 

^^smrti 

0 
0 
0 

•^ms^m 

0 
2 

i ^ s 2 ^ ^ > * 

0 
0 
0 

• ; 3 ; ^ ^ # j B . 

0 
0 
0 

::,: "'-0 ; v - ' 

2 
1 
1 

• r'S.f4 ;-;-',p;: 

2 
1 
0 

Ss iKi i l 

2 
0 
0 

:;p-;P-2;\;i;;-.; 

0 
0 
0 

•^$i&J>h,--f'^ 

0 
0 
0 

L'':iS^W)5|^S 

1 
0 
2 

-:fiJrar3-pSS 

0 
0 
0 

si)?iof-«fs°« 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

i S ^ i S f l j l S 

Unchanged 

1 
0 
1 

^smmm 

1 
0 

^ %,i 

1 
2 
1 

^ g » ^ f i 5 

1 
1 

; - - - 2 ^ -

3 
1 
1 

•,S©i!i3fl-<-S#: 

1 
1 

! 
"' : -3 ; :p ' -

0 
0 
0 

—-.:o; -'s; 

0 
0 
1 

•iH^BpSSSn" 

5 
1 
1 

-' . ; -7 ; " ' 

3 
1 
2 

> j J a S i ^ 

1 
1 
1 

i ¥ ^ 3 

0 
0 
0 

p - i - ^ - 0 - -

1 
1 
2 

&ite*fti5f-̂  

1 

1 
2 

1 

1 
1 

:-^iii5e-:!i1«iSrt&ii<* 

New* 

0 
1 
0 

* j B p l ^ . ' - ; ' -

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

:-PPO'P::=; 

0 
1 

1 

I 
1 
1 

-i--.pi-;-3L ;̂f?-B 

0 
0 
0 

- • 0 : " ' : 

3 
1 
1 

' - - - " 5 ' . - - -

1 
1 
0 

fliSft-asiSiM 

0 
0 
0 

- -0 : • ; 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1 
1 
2 

^..^-^ 

0 

0 

0 

^-^S-'5'^5^i^ 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

i 3isi;o.iil 

Survival 

Rate (•/.)** 

100.00 
0.00 

100.00 

--«iao;oo^^3 

100.00 
0.00 

cSdOflSIS 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

w:mmmm 

100.00 
3333 

-SOOO'i^^ 

100.00 
0.00 
0 0 0 

:|-tflOO.OftS* 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

: : ;;iooBO;p;; 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

: ; 0,00 T-P^ 

0.00 
0.00 

100.00 

B;s';i:a5iO0pfeis 

71.43 
100.00 
100,00 

- -'-77.78 P P 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100:00 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00'S® 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
ffHa-OL^Kia* 

100.00 
100.00 

100.00 
fcP-lOOiOOfiS 

100.00 

100.00 
100.00 

I ^^'^lOtJ'-OOttiP 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

i Atiiiiiooioo.a 

Novdty 

Rate (•/.)*** 

0.00 
100.00 
0.00 

:Mi33-Ji3rmi 

0.00 
0.00 

;sgpo,oO;!ipl 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

'MmjKims-

0.00 
50.00 

mmmsm^ 

25.00 
50.00 
50.00 

SSSESTiSOSt 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

. VP;0.00 x P 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

p: 'iod;oo;ips 

100.00 
100.00 
0.00 

# i B 6 6 j 6 7 ? i H 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

Sp"r«.00;5ai»> 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

'- 0 . 0 0 ' ^ - i 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

H'^iOiQOSWS 

100.00 
100.00 

100.00 
i ^ W O a O O a g 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

Hl"jss:oO':SM 

0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0,00 

5 'safeOMifrSS 
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Output 

Matters in the Children's Court 
Quantity 

Quahty 
Timeliness 

Total'r; -p V -; .':, 

Matters in Coroner's Court 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timeliness 
Total, 

Matters in the Ctvil and Administrative 

Tribunal 

Quantity 

Quahty 

Timdiness 
Tota^'P -';-'- : - - - P :: - , - - - -
Alternative Dispute Resolution 

Quantity 
Quahty 

Timehness 

Total r;; p;;;-.;-;?;;: J;;; :I;!;;:';SP;?'; "S:-*-.-;;;:; e . : pi;;:' ^y^m^s 
Legal Aid 

Quant i ty 

QuaUty / T imel iness 
T0ta]";iiS;EnS;:;;3 :;.:::,.; :;:• :, . . -:-',- -: --: . - -: ,.: , :,, 

Victims Support 

Quantity 
QuaUty 

Timeliness 

Total 

Enfordng Cour t O r d e r s ^ # ^ - ' - U % £ S | * ^ i > ! M 
Traffic Fines Processing 
Quantity 

QuaUty 
TimeUness 
Tota,iS:iaa;:#:!SS*s;:;;;3''';:'?'f;Dp''''"^ 

Enforcement Court Orders and Warrants 

Quantity 
QuaUty / Timeliness 
Total;;*."-;-;-'"-'--';-'-.:;-; ;;-;;.- --P;': .-.:";;-;;# 
Asset Confiscation Order Processing 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timeliness 
Total . 
Enfordng Correctional Orders -"^^^S^S: 

Correctional System Management 

Quantity 
Quahty / Timeliness 

Total i!;;";p;":"' 

Prisoner Supervision and Support 

Quantity 
Quahty / Timehness 

Total"?;—;-;;'"-' - ; '; ;--- "- -
Community Based Offender Supervision 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timehness 

Total ^^KfiyM'-ii~:-i"'^-'-'----.'-~=~i-'.''r> P*- P'-4, 

Protl«5nlB;Gonsuinets;SfeMS^#5S^Sffi^J®^: 

Consumer Awareness and Protection 
Quantity 

Quahty 

TimeUness 
Tdtaffifli-SI'P;:;-;;•;:' -;;;iaaSiffl«B»f ';-' ;-

Business Licensing and Registration 

Quantity 

Quahty 

Timeliness 
Tbtata33«ia!Hffii!'ii|l$HSiS-!?^:affl§«^ 

^mBS^YMMmiismi^m^^^^^^^. 
Discrimination Prevention and Redress 

Quantity 

Ouahtv 
Timeliness 

loWPiiiWisiittffiiiiBSi^ileslliiiis 

2001/02 

1 

1 

1 

Wi^^ 

I 

1 
1 

'^'^3—-^ JT 

1 

1 
1 

; P 3 - , ;P 

3 

2 

1 

mmmm 

5 

2 

... -;, ^ ,;-,. 

4 

1 
1 
6 

1 
1 

1 

^msmtm 
1 
1 

j p ; 2:;;.p:; 

2 

1 
1 
4 : -p 

1 

1 
•-, :._2r-:--

3 

1 
p;-:"'4 - ; 

2 

2 

2 
i'-fSifi ' 

2 

1 

1 

;p:r4 ' ii; 

1 

I 

1 
iiiiigsaiti 

3 
I 

2 • 

; P » T 6 P - , 

2002/03 

1 

I 
1 

P- '5 ;3 ' f ;r 

1 

1 
1 

i " 3 ' _ S 

1 

1 
1 

: i:i^^-£ 

3 
2 

1 

m:i6;m 

5 
2 

- ' . "7 ' -;; -

3 
1 
1 
5 

2 

1 
1 

5iHp;4i:?ill 

2 
1 

.= :'3 o;;;;-;;; 

2 
1 
1 

:,:;-. 4 --.;;,; 

1 
1 

; : 2 - ,- -• 

3 

1 
.;-':''"4;':'" 

2 
2 

2 

- - 6 "" 

2 

1 

1 
j^giKaj'-jit^iSHfjJ I 

1 

1 
1 

'liS^iLll'iE:^;!^ 

' 

3 

1 

2 

:;'""pfilil 

Withdrawn 

0 

0 

0 

Sffmi^sm. 

0 

0 
0 

^i3^~^^ 

0 
0 

0 
::njr^Q': '9 

0 
0 

0 

C^^-m:^. 

0 
0 

- P ' O " ; « 

1 
0 
0 

1 = 

0 

0 
0 

Hiiffliir 

1 
0 

;;-:..". ;;"ij;;P'''p 

0 

0 
1 

, ; - 'P "1 :„-;-:-;.' 

0 
0 

r: . : ' . 0 - - - i? 

0 

0 
;:::"0- " "; 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

;;'-;̂ ';;-a' ;PK 

0 

0 

0 

-iHi'* -V-i 

0 

0 

0 

iiliBgiiili 

Unctianged 

1 
1 

1 
- - : r - 3 P - - » 

1 
1 

1 
3 

1 
1 
1 

- " '"^3 ; ; • ; ; > 

3 
2 

1 
-;'p:;,p6"P4';"^, 

5 
2 

: : - ' ? -,-••-

3 
1 
1 
5 

1 
1 
1 

£p;;P3 ' W i s 

0 
1 

p - ; ; ' l P p p 

2 

1 
0 

P - - ' 3 : ---

1 

1 
. 2:- - ;: 

3 

1 
-";' -4 :?--i 

2 . 

2 

2 
.^K^'rrr^ 'il?-

2 

I 

1 

m&m^M 
1 

1 
1 

•"^ j>-3 ^ 

3 

1 

2 

* i l lS : ;6 :-';:i 

New* 

0 
0 
0 

' ^ ' " " 0 - :-• 

0 
0 

0 
0 P 

0 

0 
0 

;-^ '-u):---p 

0 
0 

0 
;;"S-''0"-;;'-:; 

0 
0 

; s 0 : - P 

0 
0 
0 

0 

1 
0 
0 

;;;pi:«u'-""=-';':!;;; 

2 
0 

P ' : ' , 2 • ^ • p -

0 
0 

1 
-:; 1 ---

0 
0 

.-:' . 0 - -

0 

0 
;-P ' 0 : ':-; 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

?SSP8Bai 

0 
0 

0 

0 - -

0 

0 

0 

. ' 0 : 

Survival 

Rate (%)** 

100.00 

100.00 
100.00 

--*£*-! OOKW^̂ ;?; 

100.00 
100.00 

100.00 

;'itsa00S)0g*g 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

'VpaooiOoisj; 

100.00 
100.00 

100.00 

mmmmyW^ 

100.00 
100.00 

"'??dlBSiO0iil 

75.00 
100.00 
100 00 

--83.33 ^-., 

100.00 
100.00 

100.00 

"iffE'lOO-DO^* 

0.00 

100.00 

;v;l5S0iOO5*ft 

100.00 
100.00 
0.00 

- P ' . 7 5 ; O 0 P p 

100.00 
100.00 

'• ' ' '100:00 ;;s 

100.00 
100.00 

; litoOiOOSiffl 

100.00 

100.00 

100 00 
~r-a00,00#r~-

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

isiiiooioai'B 
100.00 
100.00 

100 00 

? - 1 0 0 . 0 0 . - ' 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

' ; ,;p;t00.00i'p 

Novd ty 
Rate (•/ .)•** 

0.00 

0.00 
O.OO 

:§j=so.oo;^5 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

sŝ aô ooî si 

0.00 

O.OO 

0.00 

rmmmstm 

0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

-S'';:safcooSi# 

0.00 
0.00 

iSIOMilft 

0.00 

0.00 
0 00 

-O.OO.tJi^ 

50.00 
0.00 
0.00 

Ki;R?25;0QSi#; 

100.00 
0.00 

'iipseeieTMSf 

0.00 
0.00 

100.00 

:-,-;;25.oo,jltf. 

0.00 
0.00 

:'.pO.00*ra; 

0.00 
,0.00 

niawiffiiii 

0.00 

0.00 

0 0 0 

i%^m.oo'»M 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

pgijBBftioogii 

0.00 
0.00 

0 00 

-•^'-f)W- ^'i: 

0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

;;';;;S'-50,00;;5fifel 
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Appendices 

Output 

Advocacy and Guardianship 
Quantity 
Quahty 
TimeUness 

2001/02 2002/03 

1 

Withdrawn Undianged New* 
Sorvivd 

Rate (•/.)** 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

Novelty 
Rate (%)** 

0.00 
O.OO 
0.00 

rjotmi^^^^^^mfMem^n^iSm^&iimmi.^- •S!S:;65ei ffjJlSPiTfi s S f f ^ S B£i'6pP 

* Number of new measures was derived from the latent content analysis 
• * Survival Rate (%) = Number of unchanged measures 

>0P;=P EBlOO.OOlffi -.00 tm 

X 100 

1:481 

Total mnnber of perfonnance measures in the 2001/02 budget papers 

»Novdty Rate (%) Number of new measures for 2002/03 cmnpared wife those for 2001/D2 

Total number of perfonnance measures in the 2002/03 budget papers 

X 100 
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Appendices 

Department of Natural Resources and Environment Performance Measure Counts in the Victorian Budget Papers 
Number ofOutput Summaiy Group 2001/02 10 

10 

Output 

wmmmmmmmmsssm^^^^^ Indigenous Community Building 

Quantity 

Quahty 
Timeliness 
T o t a l P P ' ; " p ; : ; p . ' r . . 

Reconciliation Through Partnerships of 

Govemment and Aboriginal Communities 

Quantity 

QuaUty 
Timehness 

Total - - - - -
Address Dispossession of Aboriginal 

Land and Culture 

Quantity 
Quality 

TimeUness 
Totalp:-Pj';'-.". - p ' ' •-:--; ":;';- --^-^ : 
Adndnistration of Legislation 

Quantity 
QuaUty 

Timehness 

TotalP'':;i:-:;;:'PP":','-;..";-'-;- • --',;';p"'-;p;,:.p, 'P-i:, 
Provision of Services 

Quantity 
Quality 
Timehness 

Total 
Asncti l ture i-4..->-^ ^ - ' r* -^J«B.J - i^^ - j - t 

Services to Improve Market Access, 

Market Development and Consumer 

Confulence in Food and Agricultural 

Products 

Quantity 
QuaUty 

Tunehness 

Total*' -;:-; • 
Development of Next Generation 

Technologies for Sustainable Agriculture 

Quantity 

OuaUty 
Tuneliness 

Total-'--;; 
Communis, Farm and Industry 

Development Services 

Quantity 

TotalPi^HftipffiB:;;;;-;,•;•;;'&;;;;;•-';;-;:-:;;:,:p';:,:.r:- ^ ; •;: 

( M a i m e n t a n d W a t e r , v ' ; ; ' p ; p j ; ; ' i 3 s ^ ^ S S S i 

Catchment Information Services 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Total : ; - ; -- :-S-;::;:": -";rv;.:,;,.^:;.;:::.:;;;;;.' p - : ;.::;:-; î:! ':; ;-„;:: 

Community Land and Water Management 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timeliness 
T o t a l * •:••';--;- : : : '• - ;•'' ' 

Catchment and Water Resource Allocation 

andAccess 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Timeliness 
Total 

Co&s£rvati6n and Recreation ^ 

Services for Management and Governance of 

Victoria's Parks 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Tunehness 

Total" nyf " ^ 

2001/02 

0 

0 

0 

P'i-O - . ' ; 

5 

2 

2 

.- ^S'S'^.-

0 
0 

0 
- - : P 0 •• 

2 

1 
1 

p - i ^ , ; . : ; ; ; ; 

4 

3 
1 
8 

3 

2 
2 

'. : ; ; 7 •: -

4 

3 

1 
; , ' . : ; " '8 ; • - ; 

3 

2 
1 

-'.-;:S:,;:6; ;;•;'.;•;; 

4 

2 

2 

-mmm 

12 

6 

5 

8 

6 

5 

19" 

3 
2 
2 
7 -

2002A)3 

4 

2 
3 

- -9-; .! 

4 

1 
1 

':^Jf^'' cT-

4 

1 
1 

' - • ' 5 :;;..'-

0 
0 
0 

. - .p . ; ;Op , - : : . i 

0 
0 
0 
0 

4 

2 
2 

;- -8 ' ' : "" ' 

4 

3 

1 
8 - -

3 

2 
1 

PPf"6'-p:--; 

4 

0 

2 

i i s i i i i 

16 

9 

HSaiS I ?":';: 

7 

6 
10 

23 

4 

5 

1 

10"-

Withdrawn 

0 

0 

0 

; ' . - : 0 , p; ; ' ; 

3 

2 
2 

i - - - -7 rYi? ' 

0 

0 
0 

-'--- -0- -;-:' 

2 
1 

1 

v.-..A^sm 

4 

3 
1 
S 

0 
0 
0 

/'• o;-";p-

0 
0 
0 

p " - ' o ; p p 

0 

0 
0 

-;;p-':0 =''-;-;; 

1 

1 

;aii*4iiif 

3 

4 

:;P;asaifti 

I 

1 

4 

6 

2 

I 

2 

Unchanged 

0 

0 

0 

: ; ; : O P " : f 

2 
0 

0 
i P - , 2 - . • . ^ , 

0 

0 
0 

,-,;.-.0 .^.., 

0 
0 

0 
' ' P 0 ; ; p ' ; 

0 
0 
0 

0 -:,: 

3 
2 
2 

;'-i:'; 7 - : ' « 

4 

3 
1 

,' 8 ':-'-

3 

2 
1 

':--;;;; "6"; -: ' , 

3 

1 
i!f;Ps4;;iP:p 

9 
2 

1 

• ;ii;Slii2;S;Sfi 

7 

5 

1 
13 

1 
1 
0 

. 2 -

New* 

4 
2 

3 

- 'p;9 ; p . ' 

2 

1 
1 

' . -tlr^. --

4 

1 

1 
- ' ; 6 • " ' ; -

0 
0 
0 

, ,p; :o;- . .-i 

0 
0 

0 
, • ;- 0 - -

1 
0 
0 

IP-- ' ; 

0 
0 

0 
- ' 0 : ; • - - " 

0 

0 
0 

0 ;'- :. 

1 
0 

1 

31 ; iP2 i ; ; r J 

7 
4 

8 

•^;- : 19 -V: 

0 
1 

9 

10 -

3 

4 

1 

8 

Survival 

Rate (%)** 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
:-;. 0,00 ;:^',-' 

40.00 
0.00 

000 

'•"--22i2?5S^f 

0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

-;0.00''^-:p 

0.00 
0.00 
O.OO 

P POS)0:P"-; 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

' P 0 . 0 0 ' - -

100.00 
100.00 

100.00 
- ;:::"100.O0 

100.00 
100.00 

100.00 
P:plOO;00 --•; 

100.00 

100.00 
100 00 

, :.-;l0O.O0 .^;, 

75.00 
000 
50.00 

:;;B5p50i0aaPi; 

75.00 

33.33 
20.00 

-^--5217":pe 

87.50 

83.33 
20.00 

/•;:'/68;42 ;-> -

33.33 

50.00 

0 00 

7 8 57 

Novdty 

Rate (•/.)*** 

100.00 
lOO.OO 

100.00 

-aioo.ooi-"-

50.00 
100.00 

100 00 

-q. {fiieTwoC-? 

100.00 
lOO.OO 
100.00 

-pssKo-awiwi 

0.00 
O.OO 
0.00 

V ;%0.00:ip:-" 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

^;-:;'.O;00 E::.'. 

25.00 
0.00 

O.OO 
-, 12^50 ^p; 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
'i -AOO ~ p 

0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

.p;p,o.oo. --'̂  

25.00 

0.00 
50.00 

•;;'irSfe3333:;;p3a 

43.75 
66.67 

88.89 

P 61 :29=^1 

0.00 

16.67 
90.00 

-P-;P43,48'i:;;-gt 

75.00 

80.00 

100 00 

80 00 V' 
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Appendices 

Output 

Biodiversity Conservation, Utilisation 
and Ecosystem Services 

Quantity 
(Quality 
TnneUness 
Total ' P P P .". " ,. -":-"-,;- :- - '.; " . . P- : 

Nature and Heritage Recreation and 

Tourism Services 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Tuneliness 

^Mtt»ti'S^%:il^i^iSf%S^W^4s'^i^!9ir'-'Vfi'%m. 
SaJ^^n-alGfeeMott«lB'P6BQ«A:4vic '«fl5*^^ 
Greenhouse Policy Services 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 

Energy Policy Services 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
TimeUness 
Total -

Enyironment"Pn>tecti6n^Slk'Wi^^iS%<5!?i^ 
PoUcy Frameworks, Regulations and 

Services to Enhance Air Quality 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
TimeUness 
Total-;;P'-:-
Policy Frameworks, Regulations and 

Services to Enhance Water Quality 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 

TotatP^;-;p - "-- - - ; . 
Policy Frameworks, Regulations and 
Services to Protect Groundwater and 
the Land Environment from Pollution 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Timeliness 
Total ••tf-.- - •=' '-
Services to Control Nise in the Community 

Ouantitv 

Ouahtv 
1 uneUness 
Total ^ -
Policies, Regulations and Services to 

Reduce atul Manage Waste 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Tot!j;;i";fp'--; " • ' ; ' - - " - - " " ' -" ' ' ' " ' ' 
Neighbourhood Environment Improvement 

Quantity 

Quahty 
Timehness 
Total ''-- - , - - - - - , 
Eshenes--Wi -3 A -^ fe^^^^^^S^f^St"Sg-a©i^ 

Sustainable Fisheries Utilisation Services 

Quantity 
Quahty 
TimeUness 

Industry and Community Compliance 

Services 

Quantity 

Timeliness 

AquacuUure and Fishing Industry 

Development 

Quantity 
rhialitv 

ToSU'sSSW*^ '•^ ^ fT'"^C*r'-"'s^ «"<? »* i^&K= 

2001/02 

3 
5 

1 

i ^ i ? . ^ i 

4 

1 
1 

' fe^^fHi^ 

3 
1 
3 

^ - « d l S < i : <Tw-i 

2 
1 
2 
5 

2 
3 
3 

-";;;'8 ; p . 

5 
0 
3 

;";r';;8-ii'-. 

I 
3 
3 

-i-,'-,7 -=;; 

1 
2 
3 

Vitevg-v 

3 

2 
3 

ip,tJ-g;p'>: 

1 

1 
1 

A 
9 
2 

10 
3 

1 

yminAm 

5 
2 
2 

f - i^ .*^;*^ 

2002A)3 

4 

2 
2 

5^# -̂8V- '"P-

2 
3 
2 

Si&3E«5r4 

3 
I 
3 

•;hjh^ S-"*/ 

3 
4 
1 

«w. 

2 
3 
3 

"PP;S :;;-:.-

2 
3 
3 

,p,P;8--:r 

1 
3 
3 

- > - - ' 7 . ; ' ;•: . ' 

1 
2 
3 

i7̂ Ĵ*̂ 5s4*̂ -

3 

2 
3 

5''.-= 8p ; .P 

1 

1 
HP = 0 ?~J ^ 

1 
3 

10 
3 

1 

5 

1 
2 

!-«• irS iS? 

Withdrawn 

2 
5 
0 

-';;;K?7:''?;;;;-; 

4 
I 
1 

?^^sfefe1>; 

0 

0 
0 

^ ^ t ^ ^ r V 

0 
0 
1 

^sj"'" 1 

0 
0 
0 
0 7 -: 

0 
0 
0 

- - . - i ) - ; - • ; ; > 

0 
0 
0 

' > ; 0 ' - -

0 
0 
0 

-5«'ii*X) =^V' 

0 

0 

l l ^ ^ J i l ^ J ^ 

0 

0 

2 
0 

0 
0 

0 

2 

2 
«ia!24HrKî 4g3t 

Unchanged 

1 
0 
1 

;;;7,:,;-2 .M-

0 
0 
0 

i-^Mm^i 

3 
1 
3 

- ,53-^3^ , . 

2 
1 
1 
4 

2 
3 
3 

. : - 3 - -P 

2 
3 
3 

-,-: : 'g ' 

1 
3 
3 

- -,7 : - -: 

1 
2 
3 

3 

3 

:.^ -.-

1 
1 

1 

I N ' ' " " - 3 T J S ^ 

4 7 
2 

10 

3 

1 

0 

0 
••' ^ i S S ^ j : 

New* 

3 
2 
I 

.;7p£6";4:it!;. 

2 
3 
2 

^St^^^J?^^?4j>i-

0 
0 
0 

-.„ 0 - - » 

1 
3 
0 
4 

0 
0 
0 

. -;-. 0 -. 

0 
0 
0 

" ; ;0 . ;P 

0 
0 
0 

- , 0 •"• 

0 
0 
0 

'.--> 0 . . .; 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

•' 0 

0 

0 
1 

0 
0 
0 

0 

I 

2 
3 ^ - s j f t ^ M -

Survival 

Rate (•/.)** 

3333 
0,00 

100,00 

7;',--'722.22uv;̂ 5»-

0,00 
0,00 
0.00 

aa-fiODOg^ 

100.00 
100.00 
100 00 
10000 ; 

100.00 
100.00 
'iOOO 

so 00 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

::: 100,00 'J^^ 

40.00 
0.00 

100.00 
:;i:-; 100.00 :Pr 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

":.-,100.00'P-': 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

-̂-Cî lOOiOO-tt' 

100.00 
100 00 
100 00 

lOODOiS, 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

100;00;ap 

100.00 

77.78 
100.00 

i t&-f486:67-^l 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

i gv3Jioaoo-3& 

100.00 

0.00 

0 00 
iS l*f'•%55.56 ' 

Novdty 
Rate (•/.)*** 

75.00 
100.00 
50.00 

*"5575 .00- : . ^ 

100.00 
100,00 
100.00 

i^MOOm&i 

0.00 
0.00 
0 00 

viOJ0O>fe=i 

3 3 3 3 
75.00 
0 00 

"50 O O * 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

-Pie-5SO.'O0i8S 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

.'->10;00:;'E!5i? 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

p=^00;tSg 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

*-.-a).oou?x;i 

0.00 
0 00 
0 0 0 

5 f ^ ; ^ 0 0 i « : * ? 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

•;5;=:;SO,00:;;'P:!-

0.00 
0.00 
3 3 3 3 

s iSWS'gs.M.aig; 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

i PSSSOjOOfSiSS 

0.00 
100.00 

100 00 
r-- 3 7 50 '-"^i 
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Appendices 

Ontpa t 

mi&i'mmmim^imimm^^^^m Fire Prevention and planning 
Quantity 
Quality 
Timehness 
Total 
Fire Operations 

Quantity 
Quality 
Timeliness 
TbtalP;;;:;.;- ' : ... : - ; -^ - p , ,v 
Sustainaile Forest Management Services 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
TimeUness 

Tom^mmmm^• -^;f;-;; ••:•-•-:•- --: -^ -;-;"-''""". 
Sustainable Forest Production and 
Industry Development 

Quantity 
Quality 

Timeliness 

Tat2ls;iiilfciBteifc;H-8;iS'':-";;;P"';£^r'-; - - ; , -
'^iWMSiik^mSaiiiBM'^ofiaMoii^TJ'iii-iMWi: 
Public Land Management 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
T0tal;-p-r:- -' , , ..:-
Land Information 

Quantity 
Quality 
Timeliness 
\t6tM^S^S^-9mMB'':;^taiV!Mm!Mi:i-i 
5 i i i S S f f i a S a ? t e t i T 0 l o i i i i S f S i l i | ^ ^ 
Minerals and Petroleum Regulation 

Services 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Timeliness 
Total •;;p;;:-!'S; - -;:•;;>: •;: V- 'P;';;;-' ̂ ;';;'-',; "":?¥ iss-hi;;,: ;i:;i: 
Minerals and Petroleum Industry 

Development and Information 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
Total 

BrfiiaisrtfiaBli'ffiAiV"-'!"- u* a.^fcll-'mMt 

2001/02 

3 
1 
2 

. - 6 ' , , " 

1 

1 
1 

-m^Mi 

3 
4 

1 
;;.p:,X':P:; 

3 
1 
1 

"-J: 5;- ; ; -

1 
1 
1 

'.>-:.;-3 .-. 

2 
4 
4 

:-;;;;pio " ' 

2 
1 
3 

:Bili6iKMB 

3 
1 
2 
6 

;.||iy2S14i 

2002/03 

3 

I 
2 

•i>'i^'--T'--: 

1 
1 
1 

3^81^1 

2 
4 
1 

'P:,--7t:-'c 

5 
2 
1 

' -: ."-8 ;- .:--

1 
1 
1 

-,'•' 3 ' ; 

1 
2 
4 

.;.-r.7p-:v-

2 
1 
3 

;:|«ir«iS;^^;;; 

3 
1 
2 
6 

?|iigt265,iTi; 

Withdrawn 

0 
0 
0 

^--sa rti^-i: 

0 
0 
0 

siiMa*; 

1 
3 
0 

" : ' " "a | " - ; '̂  

2 
0 
0 

-- ' 7.: -'-' 

0 
0 
0 

^ ; - -0 ,•;;:: 

2 
3 
1 

- 6 • -" 

0 
0 
0 

;:Eiiigaiii 

1 
0 
0 
1 

!Bs'jip78;5i,'ii, 

Unchanged 

3 
I 
2 

'i4f-/?6i-.-;•_-

1 
1 
1 

-'^--;--3'-:;;p; 

2 
1 
1 

" - - - ^ " •::•;. 

1 
1 
1 

,-::-'3 - ' P 

1 
1 
1 

-;;;;-; 3 ' ' '-

0 
1 
3 

-A -̂ -" V-

2 
1 
3 

•i;pE;2:i;.6];|ijii 

2 
1 
2 
s 

• f J173.I',, 

New* 

0 
0 
0 

' • -LO :^¥^ 

0 
0 
0 

• ':-'.^ 0 P'S:;. 

0 
3 
0 

-;rr"'"?3"'';-^': 

4 
I 
0 

-'5;:r-;-: 

0 
0 
0 

- O ' '-=-

1 
1 
1 

•;:v : " 3 ; ; :-

0 
0 
0 

:abi?:j|S*-|irti| 

1 
0 
0 
1 

1192 [ 

Survival 

Rate (•/.)** 

100.00 
100.00 
100 00 

-wHOOiDO S-'-iii 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

:.i-i\mm:^ 

66.67 
25.00 
100.00 

-p50.oo:^-s 

33.33 
100.00 
100.00 

-'p;;^o.oo ffi.; 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

•-:-:"ioo.oo;b;^'i 

0.00 
25.00 
75.00 

" . ' 4 0 . 0 0 : : " ; ' 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

siii&lOOJpGjiSgB 

66.67 
100.00 
100 00 
83 33 

k esjsasij. 

Novd t ) 
Rate (•/.)*** 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

-.••;»3g^T00iiK»4( 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

Wst^SiQ:mM. 

0.00 
75.00 
0.00 

'^i-;:5}2:86 ---; 

80.00 
50.00 
0.00 

-': '--62.50" -

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

;--:j:0.00i S" 

100.00 
50.00 
25.00 

':Pn542:86:-:*; 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

¥Syi^sx)m^ 

3 3 3 3 
0.00 
0.00 

-16.67 
3gp;34i72Sli!ii 

Number of new measures was denved from the latent content analysis 
' SuivivBl Rate (%) 

•••Novelty Rate (%) 

Number of unchanged measures 
Total number of perfonnance measures in the 2001/02 budget papers 

Number of new measures for 2002/03 compared with tiiose for 2001/02 

Total number of perfonnance measures in the 2002/03 budget papers 

X 100 

X 100 

Note: There are the combmation of several outputs appeared in the 2002/03 budget papers 

1. Output PoUcy Advice and Development m the 2001/02 budget papers was restmctured and renamed to become the output 

Reconciliation Through Partnerships of Govemment and Aboriginal Communtties in the 2002/03 budget papers. 

2. OOputLandInformation in the 2002/03 budget papers included two outputs from the 2001/02 budget papers; 

Land Information Services and Land Definition. 
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Apperuiices 
Department of Premier and Cabinet Perfonnance Measure Counts in the Victorian Budget Papers 
Numberof Output Summary Group 2001/02 7 
Number of Output Summary Group 2002/03 4 

Ontpat 

Strategic Policy Advice 

Quantity 

Quality 

T imehness 

Total H : ^ j : _ ^ - r , i i ' 

PoUcy Leadership Projects 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Timeliness 

^ m ^ ^ ^ ; p : ^ ^ ^ i i ^ d 5 G ^ e ^ | m ^ ) ^ ^ 

Multicultitral Affairs 
Quantity 

Quahty 

Timel iness 

Total ;-;;'P: : : ": 

Women's Policy 
Quantity 

Quahty 

Timel iness 

Cost 

Total 

Conmutnity Support Fund 

Quantity 

Quahty 

TimeUness 

Total 

Govemment Information Services and Support 
Quantity 

Quality 

TimeUness 

T o t a l ' ; " p - " - ' ':-'•;'' " ; - • ; • -••--';-; 'P : - : - : : '-

Protocol and Special Events 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
Total 
PubIi£5ector Management and Guvemanct ^ 

Advice and Support to tlie Governor 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

T i m d m e s s 

T0tal+--3 ?" • . : - ' ' " '•-';"-

PubUc Sector Employment and Conduct 

Services 

Quantity 

Quahty 

Timehness 

Total 

Ombudsman Services 

Quantity 

QuaUty 

Tunehness 

Total 

Chief Parliamentary Counsel Services 

QuaUty 
TimeUness 
Total "̂  J- '-^i-r--
jSrtI and Gultuiil Development J5SV= ::^^^/^\ 

Arts Development andAccess 
Quantity 

QuaUty 

TimeUness 

Total-•^^ r^.K'"'"-^ .,'. t - » , " ^ - , * ^'^ .»•? 1 

Infrastructure and Cultural Facilities 

Ouantitv 

QuaHtv 

Tnnelmess 

TrtfalSpWJ'-#S^i"iT''Si'i-^" - •'*^' ^''^^^^^i^iwt 

2 0 0 1 / 0 2 

1 
1 
1 

."sssfangjc 

0 
0 
0 

4 
3 
2 

r p - 9 ; j i 

2 
2 
1 

>*5/..f.: 

3 
1 
2 

'';':. 6 -;=̂  

4 
4 
2 

•i'smsm 
3 
3 
2 

!j^««g-i«,l' 

1 
3 
2 

jJ^lfiliSai 

6 
4 
2 

«a2"<^ 

2 
2 
2 

î '̂ Tfi' f 5 

3 
2 
2 

. 7 . . . * 

6 
3 
5 

*:: -^14'•ii 

6 
1 
1 

:lS:*13€5g 

2002/03 

1 
1 
2 

J i l ^ ^ 

6 
3 
3 

4 
3 
2 

assssiSii 

2 
2 
1 

V-?-!5 tf,'^ 

3 
1 
2 

-:-p;-6.-i;.-; 

3 
4 
3 

S i ' l O ' - s ; ; 

4 
3 
2 

r A 9 * ' 

1 
3 
2 

-§mf^M. 

1 
3 
2 

<^S9iRPp 

2 
2 
2 

• ^ " " • ^ - t 

3 
2 
2 

-^•i^JJl jb-'J 

10 
1 
3 

- W ' W " -

5 
1 
1 

•^^^^'4 

Withdrawn 

0 
0 
0 

^^smm 
0 
0 
0 

'*-a=WSS:|S 

1 
0 
0 

*:l3Wf7>3EP:-

0 
0 
0 

^'-> 'gi^-'-i 

0 
0 
0 

. -̂ 0 -: - -' 

2 
1 
0 

: -r-y^-^:" 

0 
0 
0 

- ' f l ^•^ ; 

0 
0 
0 

=i*ar<isKgsis 

6 
1 
0 

-^^iSlm'-X-^. 

0 
0 
0 

^.-fljA -, 

0 
0 
0 

i - ^J^-^- S 

4 
3 
2 

"-: ' 9 -

1 
0 
0 

r Mi?;^-j?|::ir~«? 

Unchanged 

1 
1 
1 

i S » ^ # p r * ; 

0 
0 
0 

telSiitffSI^ 

3 
3 
2 

--:-*-:8 ,-P>. 

2 
2 
1 

5 " '--: 

3 
1 
2 

"-: =-,6":"'::-' 

2 
3 
2 

'-'""-7-- .-= 

3 
3 
2 
8 

1 
3 
2 

-̂ ^vaet**-

0 
3 
2 

3^"&5-zS-'^ 

2 
2 
2 

, . 6 •? * 

3 
2 
2 

»- i^ 7'fl'& 

2 
0 
3 

.-,-'-i".,.5i;i 

5 
1 
1 

•J : W p r j j ^ 3^-~j: 

New* 

0 
0 
1 

-5;#5J1P";'.' = 

6 
3 
3 

*Si i t t®^jB 

1 
0 
0 

'-- ;i:'-;3.:: 

0 
0 
0 

-i-JO '-.-

0 
0 
0 

;-':;- 0 '---; 

1 
1 
1 

:.. 3- P 

1 
0 
0 
I 

0 
0 
0 

J S ^ ^ K " ^ 

1 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 

^-*-o—. 

0 
0 
0 

: ; - - : : - -0 - - ' :; 

8 
1 
0 
9 

0 
0 
0 

} ^^j^^-f:^^. 

Survival 
Rate (•/.)** 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

:"-;'-100.DOtfiS 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

.^if?)#Oj)0!jfe.| 

75.00 
100.00 
100.00 

'mm?,^ifif^^ 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

' ' s°100:00 ^^^ 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

---a^loojOO-'^-; 

50.00 

75.00 

100.00 

'lUiaaDOiis; 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 ,S,: 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

iiPilK>:oo;i*yi 

0.00 
75.00 
100 00 

.^©Sptjj^y^.^.'L 

100.00 
100.00 
100 00 

^aoooo --i 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

^ p s l 0 0 . 0 0 i t 

3333 
0.00 

60 00 
35 71 

8333 
100.00 
100 00 

i^scmso'. 

Novelty 
Rate (%)*** 

0 00 
0.00 

50.00 
lig23iCK)it;?SJ 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

l^qWSOO-fM"?: 

25.00 
0.00 
0.00 

: f S & i l : l l . ^ p 

O.OO 

0.00 
0.00 

Ss&OiOOasc;! 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

^p^O.OO - p^' 

3 3 3 3 
25.00 
3 3 3 3 

mmim&ik 

25.00 
0.00 
0.00 

s s ' i m -'̂ v̂  

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

ftMSKOftiSflt 

100.00 
0.00 
0 0 0 

SssWa7"~^ 

0.00 
0.00 
0 00 

- ^ , 0 0 0 _ 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

;; iSsiQipOii iss 

80.00 
100.00 
0 0 0 

- -64:29 —" 

0.00 
0.00 
0 0 0 

- fep-iO,00 ,--Js; 
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Appendices 

Output 

Portfolio Services and PoUcy 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
Total i^'- .=• -
Arts Portfolio Agencies 
Quantity 

QuaUty 
Tuneliness 

T6iaJSiiSssi*siiisiM:pp, 
•mmm^i^^^^^msmmsmm 

2001A12 

4 

2 
2 

- P ^ ^ :;?•?: 

10 

3 
2 

;3PS15;W; 

2002/03 

3 
2 
1 

"^ >:-^:6WiS. 

11 
4 

2 
:--P-;a7:p:-

iWi"5Ea;!iiaai»»i 

Withdrawn 

1 
0 
1 

'$m3^f£m 

4 
0 

1 J 
' :P :P ;5- ; "P ' - : ' 

Unchanged 

3 
2 
1 

!:^.::'^6 '-/yt 

6 
3 
1 

^•;:-';a0':';P' 

New* 

0 
0 
0 

;: : fOv-.:^.: 

5 
1 
1 

;' '-7"7-;Hpp;; 

Survival 

Rate (%)** 

75.00 
100.00 
50.00 

; ^msmmi. 

60.00 
100.00 
50.00 

«&P66;67Pf-' 

^»8iiiti m§s&ms. ̂ mmim^ 9&!J6'M^ 

Novdty 

R*U (%)*** 

0.00 
O.OO 

0.00 

as.'SSD.oof.sei 

45.45 
25.00 
50.00 

- ' - P H . 1 8 P P 

'^mxmmm 
* Number of new measures was derived from the latent content analysis 
» • Survival Rate (%) 

'Novelty Rate (%) 

Number of unchanged measures 

Total mnnber of performance measures in the 2001/02 budgetpapers 

Number of new measures for 2002/03 compared wi& those for 2001/02 

Total number of perfoimance measures in the 2002/03 budgd papers 

X 100 

X 100 
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Appendices 
Department of Tourism, Sport and the Commonwealth Games Performance Measure Counts in the Victorian Budget Papers 
Number ofOutput Summaiy Group 2001/02 2 
Number of Output Summaiy Group 2002/03 3 

For the first time, in the 2002/2003 Victorian Budget P^>ers, three o u ^ t s (namely: Sport, Reaeation and Racing; Tourism; and Mdboume 2006 
Commonwedth Games) were transfened fixrai the Dqiartment oflnnovation, Industiy and Regional Devdopment to the Department of Tourism, 
Sport and the Commonwealth Games. 

Output 

smmmm^^^ss^^^m^^ 
Sport and Mi^or Event Facilitation 

Quantity 
Quality 
Timeliness 
Total 
Sport and Recreation Industry 

Development 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Timeliness 
T6talS-';p'"'::::-- :-̂ :';" ':;-.--:: 
Sport and Recreation Facility Development 

Quantity 
Tuneliness 
Total 
Tourism'''^»^^!fe^'?i8^«?©^«SM^**<^i^#Jl^. 

Tourism Marketing and Event Facilitation 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timdiness 
TotaI=::?i,: ;';-'S;y •;-;--":S';=-?;;̂ 'S;;,;;;?:;";;;:;:":̂  
Tourism Industry and Infrastructure 

Development 

Quantity 
Quality 
Total--"- ' r 
Melbodnfe200fiCoinrnonw~ealtb Games^^f*;^ 
Melbourne 2006 Commonwealth Games 

Timeliness 
Totfl̂ Ss2;:;;;-î :iiî ;i;"5;'''ii•B;;-K;:i;̂ s;-:pw-SBP'̂ ^ 
Commonwealth Games Coordination 

Timehness 
XdtaffliiM;:':;i:';--';''-'' ;- •' ' ' - - ' -'SiiS'^ te 
! ( 3 r P 3 i a i S l W S i S l i ^ ^ 
• Ntnnber of new measures was derived from th 

2001/02 

7 
0 
6 

vftfsaa-^ 

6 
2 
5 

--W^asprs 

10 
9 
19 • 

14 
7 
2 

l i ^ ^ i i i 

2 
1 

r ^ a s s 

7 
iglSSS^^ig 

0 

^mmm 
«iig«sii l 
e latent con 

2002/03 

8 
3 
7 

l i a s ^ 

7 
3 
6 

c"^6 '4 

10 
13 

. •523?^ 

23 
8 
2 

iiiiî 33;"=^ ĵ 

3 
1 

®rs*'jst 

8 

aassife' 
6 

Wsii6iiii* 

isioaii 
ent analysis 

Withdrawn 

0 
0 
0 

i ^ i W i i S 

0 
0 
0 

rs^^-^is^ 

0 
0 

iff.rta^ife 

0 
0 
0 

sii^SiBKft 

0 
0 

jy^oTSiMi 

0 
iS8SSip;-?siii 

0 
mp^:<} -" 

iHioMirdi 

Unchanged 

7 
0 
6 

^ssasHs 

6 
1 
6 

i^U'SIT* 

10 
9 

<«'?.a9 --' 

14 
7 
2 

SBiaa^li 

2 
1 

»g^."a^ 

7 
^^ l̂iî Jife îî  

0 
' . '0-:;"'' 

aiisKsiiiii 

New* 

1 
3 
1 

laigSsHB 

1 
2 
0 

i f l ^ a s s i i 

0 
4 
4 - -

9 
1 
0 

SSBlftfeiS 

1 
0 

ff-""-n - -

1 
SiifcaSpP;' 

6 
p:"6 :-

mmmM&i 

Survival 
Rate (•/.)** 

100.00 
0.00 

100.00 
B ^ a 00:00 jsp^ 

100.00 
50.00 
120.00 

smmimm 
100.00 
100.00 

-«aoO;00- -

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

f«Siioo:ooi<s# 

100.00 
100.00 

'\m.ot):m 

100.00 
P'100:00 ' -P 

0.00 
' -0.00-

Novelty 
Rate (•/.)*** 

12.50 
100.00 
14.29 

pEi27^«^'fiS 

14.29 
66.67 
0.00 

:Wp;i8.75'i;i« 

0.00 
30.77 

':-1739-:'rf 

39.13 
12.50 
0.00 

irSP-3Q;'30|isi5 

3333 
0.00 

pr&25,oopSi::;-

12.50 
iPss42.50:-z- " 

lOO.OO 
"PTOO.OO ' 

'Mmassmm&'^iwmm: 

• • Survival Rate (%) 

•••Novelty Rate (%) 

Number of undianged measures 

Total number of performance measures m the 2001/02 budget papers 

Number of new measures for 2002/03 compared witii those for 2001/02 

Total number of performance measures m the 2002/03 budget papers 

X 100 

X lOO 

Note- For the comparison puipose, tiie aboved Table was estabUsed to enable the calculation of tiie Survival Rate and Novelty Rate W using the 

data for 2001/02 from the Department oflnnovation, Industir and Regional Devdopment and data for 2002/03 from the Department of Tounsm, 

Sport and the Commonwealtii Games. 
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Appendices 

Department of Treasury and Finance Performance Measure Counts in the Victorian Budget Papers 
Number of Output Summary Group 2001/02 7 
Number of Output Summary Group 2002/03 7 

Output 2001/02 

Financial Management Regulation atul Compliance 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timehness 
Total 

2002/03 

:;&:H6l 

Withdrawn 

':~T(,^m -gJ-gSglgiifiSs; 

Unchanged New* 

;is%a5ifl 

Survival 
Rate (•/.)** 

0.00 
3333 
0.00 

;i*14-.29-.r;'S-

Novdt>' 
Rate (•/.)*' 

100.00 
66.67 

100.00 
2 :̂̂ 3^731? 

Strategic Policy and Research 
Quantity 100.00 0.00 
Quality 100.00 0.00 
Timeliness 100 00 O.OO 
Total ^5&0; .-elOO^OOig; - jf-̂ .̂ 1^^ .̂oo!igg 
Financial and Risk Management PoUcy Advice 
Quantity 0.00 100.00 
QuaUty 100.00 O.OO 

Timeliness 1 1 0.00 100.00 

Total: 
Economic Regulatory, Environmental and 

Social Policy Advice 

Quantity 

3fiia4SM wmmm HjflS'ism sBasaiiS ^ ^ ^ l a i i agiJZSiQOgMi 

QuaUty 
Timeliness 

10 

•Total; 
fntgr Government Financial Relations Policy Advice 

12 : l l - ' 

Quantity 
Quality 
:TimeUness 
Total 
Taxation (State Revenue) PoUcy Advice 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
Total 
Budget Formulation Advice 

Quantity 
QnaUty 
TimeUness 
Total 
Gaming Policy Advice 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Tuneliness 
Total 

;'-9: 

- ,7 ; 

•^^>U" 

Statutory Insurance Advice 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
Total 

:.7:--

FJnanifialWaiuigeineiit Services'; 

Financml Reporting and Control 

Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
Total - I 'SaSMll l iS- ' r 
Financial Assets and Liabilities Maruigement 

Services 

Quantity 

"--a^lMHil; 

QuaUty 

:--.6m'^' 

,-Lr5P ;;pii;6; 

311113 msi-S', 

'a:-:' ;-;2 

- - - 1 _^, 

:,7P: 

':-'-9: 

10 
, P 2 3 -

Tunehness 
Total ii,.̂ —V . .v=-
Taxation (State Revenue) Monitoring and 

Forecasting Services 

Quantity 
Quahty 
Timeliness 
ftMiiiS't'^i^^""^''^"^'^^^ 

Mrti:& 

- ':T.St^^^. 

-;pg5S7D^5^ 

40.00 42.86 
100.00 0.00 
0.00 100.00 

SifSlaSJlgi i^mAtSsm 

3333 60.00 

1 

100.00 50.00 
0.00 lOO.OO 

-iPi«;3333':;;:;s 

:^^ i" 

50.00 
lOO.OO 

SP62.50-a: 

50.00 

0.00 
PV-'40X)0^=S1 ̂ ^&issm 

100.00 
50.00 
100.00 

". 3;; 

66.67 
100.00 

O.OO 
50.00 
0.00 

pp8333:.a-8g| i |^^6i67jata 

75.00 40.00 

100.00 
50.00 

P-^1.43: 

7 ^ 

14 

^9 

-SP16;-'-

66.67 
50.00 
0.00 

;psr42,86* 

0.00 
0.00 

';;P!2Si-S7-iag 

60.00 
50.00 
100.00 

BJW66l67iSSa 

71.43 
50.00 
80.00 

7 -

Budget Development arui ProducUon 

Quantity 
Quality 
Timehness 
Tctal 
PortfoUo Performance Review 

rS <C- "7 "^'s 

• ^ ^ . ^ 3 

mmimm 

0.00 
25.00 
0.00 

ag^ggssSs 

0.00 
0.00 
000 

^--TifOoa Si, 

100.00 
100.00 
100 00 
JOOOO -

25.00 

•fe^ 7 ^ " . 

-6:-^ ^--yA: 

100.00 
50.00 

100.00 
100.00 

33.33 
0.00 
50.00 

^•^mMMMSMSS^M 

O.OO 

100 00 
-100,00 --

s:pP2-

3333 
100.00 
3333 

SigSOiOOM 

0.00 
0 00 

-0.00 

50.00 
0.00 
50.00 

iiia;sa3g>aai 
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Appendices 

Output 

GBE Performance Monitoring Services 
Quantity 
Quahty 

Timeliness 
Total-P:'^!:;: ^-%iiS$iii^mmS>?^S3M^im^i 
Taxation Compliance Services 
Quantity 
Quality 

Timehness 
Tbtal ^,. ~p> i^'i-i&n'^^ii' ?;•• 4^ 

Rlskavianaeemcjrt S e r r f c e ^ ^ l ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Infrastructure Project Management 
Quantity 
QuaUty 

Timeliness 
Total'i;:-'.--'- ; ' - . ' - - ' ' : P : - ' ---;' 

Commercial Project and Risk Management 
Quantity 
Quality 

Timeliness 
Totja ;;;:'•'-:- - " ' ? - " , " -P 'M; ; .PSB 

Prudential Supervision 
Quantity 
Quality 

Timehness 
T o t a l ' - ' - -'-.iS'r ' -1 i"- 3:- - ,- - - ?C 

Reform Services i^WMm^^^msM:^ 
Resource Management Reform 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
Total;:::"'- - i-':•' -::;;- ;=;:-•-• i,:y:ii::mmi^--7\fh<S^ 
Resource-Management S e r y i c " « i i l ^ § ^ g i 

Procurement Services 
Quantity 
QuaUty 
Timeliness 
Total '-P-^'-ii^, 

Government Accommodation Services 
Quantity 
Quality 
Timeliness 
Tot^;;-;p- -::;::;;•••;-;-'«'';:Pi;5fii!'-ttffl;Hs;;;;;:p-?K!^Mm.': 

Government Land and Property Services 
Quantity 
Quahty 
Timeliness 
Total-:':;^-';::---''-:' --P' --• : • i - i j 

Management of Motor Vehicle Leases 
Quantity 
Quahty 
Timeliness 
Total 

Rcgi la tor j Services I'*S8*\fcyfe?^?ii>?*i!-

Regulation of Gambling 
Quantity 

Quahty 
Timeliness 
Total 

Econufhtc Rcgulawry Service:, 
Quantity 
QnaUty 

Timdiness 
Total - .1-=, - r - -

ileiinneJManagcment.Services ^ ^ W ^ l ^ ^ 

Revenue Management Services to Government 
Quantity 
Quality 

Timeliness 
Total " ' p - ; '- .-:-:-:^--i''-PpSi!i43pPa^pi«B'SVP: 

.ipriaaKrffta^ili5iiiSas»S^^^^^ 

2001/02 

9 
1 
2 

;^lBi2o«iS 

7 

2 
4 

^S? I3 '5?^ 

4 

1 
1 

. L'!-s^^"^?i«^ 

3 
1 
I 

2 
1 
1 

i ^ ^ i T ? ^ 

3 
3 
4 

3 
2 
2 

3Spi74Sis§ 

2 
2 
1 

-BittiS-SffiBS 

2 
I 
1 

WSa-iiBf 

2 
1 
1 

"«-?4;3s,' 

2 
2 
2 

«-F r l ^ " ^ ' - * i 

7 
1 
1 

-f-^as? r l i s 

3 

4 
3 

SjfcIO';p« 

1^2!l|i3i 

2002/03 

8 

1 
2 

; 5 S S i i ; ^ ^ 

0 
0 
0 

- i ^ 0 ^ ) 

5 
2 
2 

:aiisiSi 

7 
1 
2 

4 
1 
2 

, ^ ' - 5 1 3 1 ^ 

4 
2 
3 

7 
4 
2 

's '̂aa.̂ ss 

3 
3 
1 

!(ti«;t:i™rt:rw*^;^ 

3 
1 
1 

fl^S?^' 

2 
3 
1 

" ^ ^ I ' - J i ' 

2 
2 
2 

•^H;#J^"S% 

7 

1 
1 

r^^S-a^f . 

4 
4 
4 

mwn-'S 
si^itt^iSi 

Withdrawn 

2 
0 
0 

7 

2 
4 

* ^ 3 M 1 # 

3 
0 

1 

I f i ^ r a ^ 

3 
0 
0 

^ ^ a i f t s 

1 
0 
1 

•^•^m^g^: 

0 
2 
2 

3 
1 
2 

I H B i a s f i B ; 

1 
0 
0 

?£i:';i:U5l:Si} 

0 
0 
1 

WftpsKS^s 

0 
0 
1 

*f *il-'!*r2f 

0 
0 
0 

C_K-*: 

2 
0 
0 
2AiS 

1 
1 
1 

- - 5 - - • • ' : . 

i ^ S S ^ 

Unchanged 

7 

1 
2 

New* 

1 
0 
0 

Survival 

Rate (•/.)** 

77.78 
100.00 
100.00 

Novd ty 

Rate (%)*** 

12.50 
0.00 

0.00 

i S i i l C l l p B p p p i B S g S i S S 3 3 3 ^ « s ^ ?Sa i*9 .09 , a^ t 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

-^msMM i2iioi^i aiisw^gii? i^mMm^t 

1 

1 
0 

Sii^^WP 

0 
1 
1 

;-5=^-=-Tiaai.:i£KEVS5J^ 

1 
1 
0 

^4g™2^;iH^ 

3 
1 
2 

111116:1111 

0 
1 
0 

« ! « g ^ ? ? ^ ' 

1 
2 
1 

'M^^^jS:^^^ 

2 
1 
0 

ftstessJisii 

2 
1 
0 

- j - l ^ S ' ^ e a 

2 
2 
2 

• swi^s i i 

5 
1 
1 

i -%fe^.#,3; . 

2 
3 
2 

sJf iP^ISpt ,! 

î c^^ 

4 

1 
2 

ais^?iiS 

7 
0 

1 

-iKSSiSii 

3 
0 
2 

^ y 5 ! * 5 g ; ^ 

1 
1 
1 

^^^•^^^33™^^^ 

7 
3 
2 

- t f - ^ 2 * ^ 

2 
1 
0 

l i i iSiHii 

1 
0 
1 

s ^ ^ a s i 
0 
2 
1 

-""!-\. ip-J=5s*-5? 

0 
0 
0 

ii^sraan 

2 
0 
0 

^^^ |-3?2'S3fia 

2 
1 
2 

-SSaatSirirH:??! 

S i i i i l S 

25.00 
100.00 

0.00 

^ S S B s a ^ 

0.00 
100.00 
100.00 

sBSttfflBQ;^ 

50.00 
100.00 
0 0 0 

S^^Opb^l: 

100.00 

3333 
50.00 

mummmi 

0.00 
50.00 
0.00 

iJpgl429,4Wr; 

50.00 
100.00 
100.00 

iiissojQcaB 
100.00 
100.00 
0.00 

-* p- 75.-00-K: 

100.00 
100.00 
0 0 0 

-r..feK75,'O0M» 

100.00 
100.00 
100.00 

iiPioo-aio'Siii' 

71.43 
100.00 
100 00 

^-^•v^'im t ' ^ 

66.67 
75.00 
66.67 

flEi»i;7O.00->§£'; 

^^ssmm. 

80.00 

50.00 
100.00 

s ^ 7 2 i : 7 8 ; B i i l 

100.00 

O.OO 
50.00 

i^«oa)01Ki 

75.00 

0.00 
100 00 

- - r - : 7 i 4 3 -^t. 

25.00 
50.00 
3 3 3 3 

i i l i f f l3335iM^ 

100.00 
75.00 
lOO.OO 

s iS"^2 i3 i : a t f . 

66.67 
3 3 3 3 
0.00 

WMi'^'smm 

3 3 3 3 
O.OO 

100.00 

i^4o,oo HJ:-

0.00 
66.67 
100.00 

^^^^OKK); ;^^ 

0.00 
0.00 
O.OO 

ssmmwm 
28.57 
0.00 
0.00 

^mn^3sm§ 

50.00 
25.00 
50.00 

p " : 4 l . 6 7 -S'^; 

^sm£6^ 
Number of new measures was derived from the latent content analysis 

'Survival Rate (%) 

> Novdty Rate (%) 

Number of unchanged measures 
Total number of performance measures in the 2001/02 budgd papers 

Number of new measures fOT 2002/03 compared wifli feoge for 2001/02 

X lOO 

X lOO 
Total numberof perfonnance measures in the 2002/03 budgd p^ieis 
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