
 

 

 

Abstract—The study aims to assess the budgetary controls 

towards quality service delivery among Catholic Higher Educational 

Institutions (CHEIs). The descriptive cross-sectional designs was 

used. The four CHEIs participated in the study. Budgetary controls 

were measured by budgeting and planning, monitoring and control 

and analyzing and feedback; while service delivery was measured in 

terms of infrastructure development, services and expenditure-related 

activities. Data collected were analyzed using SPSS 20. Programs 

and plans are the basis for allocation of financial resources with clear 

targets indicating budget outcome goals and objectives. Budget 

review permits continuous assessment of budget variances in terms of 

actual against the budgeted. Some schools have slightly negative 

perceptions of about monitoring and control being implemented in 

the institutions. Results on analyzing and feedback divulged 

significant responses among CHEIs. There is significant positive 

perceptions about the financial performance. There is appropriation 

of funds to achieve performance goals. However, some schools do 

not receive all the tuition fees as budgeted for. Income generating 

projects undertaken by some institutions are limited. The expenditure 

on infrastructure development is moderately adequate. Budgeting and 

planning, monitoring and control, analyzing and feedback were 

significant predictors of perceived financial performance. Salaries of 

administrators, faculty and staff, institutional benefits, educational 

revenue and expenses, physical plant, facilities and equipment are in 

varying degree of adequacy. There are significant variations on 

budgeting and planning, monitoring and control, analyzing and 

feedback, service delivery, and expenditure activities. There are no 

significant variations on the perceived financial performance relative 

to infrastructure development across CHEIs. Empirical results show 

that budgetary feedback information would have effects of 

supervision, control, and encouragement on budgeting managers or 

finance officers. It implies further that smooth implementation of 

budgets, budgetary planning and control need to be done properly 

towards quality service delivery. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Budgeting, Control and measuring and reporting, 

analyzing and feedback constitute elements of budgetary 

control (Chandan, 1998). According to Arora (1995), 

budgetary control is one of the very important tools of 

planning and control. Many organizations fail because of lack 

of planning, by planning many problems and dangers are 

anticipated which the organization has to face. Educational 

managers like knowing where they stand, but they are also 

concerned about the time wasted and more importantly, the 

fixed performance contracts lead to decision paralysis and 

cosmetic accounting rather than decisive action and ethical 

Reporting (Hope et al, 1995). A Budget is a detailed plan, 

which sets out, in money terms, the plans for income and 

expenditure in respect of the future period of time. It is 

important to be prepared in advance of the time period and 

agreed on the objectives for that period of time together with 

the strategy planned to achieve those objectives (Weetman et 

al, 1996). 

The principal stages of the budgeting process include 

communicating the details of objectives and strategy to those 

responsible for the preparation of budgets, determining the 

limiting factor which restricts overall budget flexibility and 

forms the focus of the budget cascades, preparing initial 

budgets, negotiating budgets with line managers, coordinating 

and review budgets, accepting budgets in final form and finally 

carrying out an on-going review of budgets. Budgets are 

financial blueprints that quantify a plan for a future period. 

Budgets require management to specify expected sales, cash 

inflows and outflows, and costs; and they provide a mechanism 

for effective planning and control in organizations (Flamholltz, 

1983). The budget is a standard against which the actual 

performance can be compared and measured. 

To ensure effective financial management and to avoid 

uncertainty or waste of financial resources, budgets and 

budgeting become vital. Ifidon (1999) pointed out that a 

budget is a formalized way of preparing a statement of all 

accounts and an allocation of all available financial resources. 

In other words, a budget can be described as a policy on which 

expenditures and income are based. Proponents of budgeting 

argue that budgets have several important roles. Blocher et al 

(2002), for instance, argued that budgets help to allocate 
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resources, coordinate operations and provide a means for 

performance measurement. Hilton et al (2002) agreed with this 

view and claim that the budget is the most widely used 

technique for planning and control purposes. Clarke and Toal 

(1999) too, were of the opinion that budgets are still essential 

and can, for example, be incorporated as part of the financial 

component of the balanced scorecard. Meanwhile, critics of 

budgets claimed that budgets are no longer adequate and are 

“fundamentally flawed” as planning and control mechanism in 

today’s complex and highly uncertain environment (McNally, 

2002). Moreover, Stewart (1990) claimed that experts 

criticized budgets as being ineffective. According to him, 

“Budgets control the wrong things, like headcount, and miss 

the right ones, such as quality, customer service and even 

profits”. This has led to an alternative to budgeting known as 

“Beyond budgeting” to modernize the budgeting process 

(Fraser and de Waal, 2001). 

Thus, the budgeting process may be more important as a 

manifestation of the political struggle than as an item of 

financial planning (Weetman et al, 1996). Among the key 

components of the budgeting process and which in turn affect 

performance include staff participation and the feedback and 

control mechanism. The management accounting literature 

advocated participative budgeting as it provides managers with 

a sense of belonging and increases the possibility that they will 

make greater attempts to achieve the organizational budgetary 

goals. 

Prior studies on the relationship between budgeting 

participation and performance have obtained mixed results. 

Stedry (1990) and Cherrington and Cherrington (1993) found 

that a participative budgeting approach has a negative impact 

on performance. In contrast Merchant (1991), Brownell (1992) 

and Covaleski et al (2003) found a positive relationship 

between budget participation and performance. The more 

recent literature, however, appears to advocate a participative 

approach as it can be more effective and people may be more 

inclined to attempt to achieve budgetary goals if they have 

been consulted in the budget-setting exercise (Hilton et al, 

2000). Fisher et al, (2000) and Chow et al (1988) suggested 

that participation provided opportunities for managers to 

create budgeting slack, whereas low participation restricts such 

opportunities. Budgetary slack is defined as the amount by 

which managers intentionally build excess requirement for 

resources into the budget or knowingly understate productive 

capacity (Young, 1985). 

Research has however found that the relationship between 

participation and slack is inconsistent. Participative budgeting 

might have a different impact on lower level managers than on 

higher-level managers. Feelings of lack of control in work 

situations were more prevalent at lower organizational levels 

(Covaleski and Dirsmith, 1986, Semler, 1989). Higher-level 

managers can exercise more control over their work situations, 

because of their position in the hierarchy, than lower level 

manager. Frucot and Shearon (1991), using the locus of 

control as a moderating factor, found that hierarchical levels 

affected the impact of budgetary participation of Mexican 

managers. 

Other Studies, however, lead one to conclude that, 

although participative management is seen as being rather 

“politically correct” currently, it may be that its value is 

situation-specific: there may be some organizations in which it 

is not necessarily a major motivational force. According to 

Cherrington and Cherington’s (1973) study found that the “top 

down” imposition of budget targets led to higher performance 

amongst the recipients as opposed to those managers who, 

more or less set their own targets. Also, contrary to current 

popular belief, the setting of budget targets and budgetary 

control does not always lead to autocratic managerial behavior 

(Decoster and Fertakis, 1968). Managers can be motivated to 

respond to such pressures by exercising their authority in an 

inclusive, supportive, democratic, participatory way. 

Tertiary institutions draw budgets annually. However, 

there are inconsistencies in the budgetary implementation, 

hence failure to stick to the drawn budgets. This has resulted in 

failure to meet budgetary obligations in some of these 

institutions. There have been delays in staff salaries, payment 

of suppliers and school activities have stalled because of lack 

of funds, though these activities were budgeted for. It is 

imperative, therefore, to investigate these inconsistencies and 

failures in financial performance towards service delivery 

among CHEIs.  

II.  OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY 

The study seeks to assess the budgetary controls and 

perceived service delivery of CHEIs in the Diocese of Iba. It 

aims to analyze the: (1) budgetary control processes; (2) 

perceived financial performance among higher educational 

institutions; (3) variations in the budgetary controls and 

perceived financial performance among institutions; and (4) 

implications of the findings towards the improvement of 

budgetary controls and financial performance of these 

institutions.  

III. METHODOLOGY 

The researchers used the descriptive cross-sectional design 

of research. The study covered the four CHEIs in the Diocese 

of Iba, Zambales, and considered the administrative officer/ 

finance officer/ VP-Administration and Finance and some 

academic heads as participants. They were chosen purposively 

since they were more knowledgeable and capable regarding 

the present status of their schools, particularly in analyzing the 

budgetary controls and perceived financial performance and 

other related factors. The primary data were collected using 

standardized closed structured questionnaires which were 

adopted by the researchers. These questionnaires were self-

administered among the respondents in order to collect the 

completed responses within a short time possible. Budgetary 

Control was measured by Budgeting and Planning, Monitoring 

and Control and Analyzing and Feedback which was subjected 

to a 5 point anchored Likert scale for Mwabilu et al., 2004. 

Perceived financial performance was measured by 

Infrastructure Development, Service Delivery and expenditure 

related activities which were subjected to a modified version 

of multi-item, five-Likert scale developed by Melkers and 

Willoughby (2002) to suit the study at hand. The actual 
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financial performance was measured in terms of the salary 

range of administrators, instructor and staff. This was adopted 

for the study of Reyes (2013). Permission was obtained from 

the presidents/ directors of institutions through the head-

commission on higher education. The participants were 

informed of the nature and procedures of the study and the 

confidentiality was observed. The distribution and retrieval of 

the instrument were personally done by the researchers. The 

data collected were classified, coded and analyzed using SPSS 

20.0.  

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Budgetary Controls. The CHEIs strongly agree that they 

always prepare budgets in preparation for the opening of the 

school year as shown by the computed mean of 5.00. Likewise, 

the internal stakeholders include department and academic 

heads are involved in the budget setting process as evidenced 

by the computed mean of 5.00. Performance indicators are 

included in the budgets (4.67), and resource re-allocation is 

based on the indicators (4.43). Moreover, budgets take into 

account the three year development plan (4.38), and the line 

managers are involved in the budgeting process (4.62). 

According to them, they always present the budget to the 

members of the BOT for approval (4.75), who are 

knowledgeable of the budgeting process (4.75). The budgets 

are based on the needs identified by the sections/ departments 

(4.75), and they have clear result targets in the budget (4.75) 

with appropriate resources (4.62). Furthermore, they believed 

that planning helps to manage the programs of the institution 

(4.75). In planning, they discuss goals to be met with the 

management (4.75), and the program activities are clearly 

indicated (4.75). They strongly agree that programs and plans 

are the basis for allocating financial resources and setting 

priorities for the coming year at budget conference. Moreover, 

planning of the budget activities is done by the departments 

(4.37), and the budget priorities are agreed upon in the budget 

conference (4.37). However, when collectively taken, they 

simply agree that all the stakeholders to the budget are 

involved (3.80), and they normally publish the budget after 

approval (3.45). The overall assessment per CHEI on 

budgeting and planning are 4.90 (strongly agree) for CHEI A; 

4.00 (agree) for CHEI B; 4.80 (strongly agree) for CHEI C; 

and 4.70 (strongly agree) for CHEI D. Thus, the overall 

assessment among CHEIs is 4.61, which means strongly agree. 

This means clear result targets are set indicating budget 

outcome goals and objectives being linked to programs. 

Building of consensus is useful by way of discussing the goals 

to be met with all stakeholders. Hilton et al, (2000), agreed 

with this view that budgeting is the most widely used 

technique for planning and control purposes. Secondly, budget 

monitoring in terms of budget reviews is important as it paves 

way for budget adjustments. The agreement of budget 

priorities is not done in budget conference and neither are 

budget reviews which are useful in determining the budget 

variances done. Besides, budgets are initiated in two formats: 

imposed budget and participative budget (Brownell and 

McInnes, 1986; Poon et al., 2001). Top-down imposed budget 

tends to cause members’ complaints and abrasive reaction, 

while bottom-up participative budget tends to gain members’ 

cooperation (Brownell and McInnes, 1986). The latter is 

considered most motivating by scholars but requires members’ 

understanding and accepting organizations’ strategies in the 

initiating process (Poon et al., 2001). Budgeting targets solely 

set by top management might be too difficult or too loose. On 

the contrary, if solely set by subordinates, budgetary slacks 

could occur and the organization could get disoriented 

(Chaney et al., 2002). Thus, ideally, budgeting control system 

should be established by all members or stakeholders, top 

management proposes the visions of organization 

development, whereas subordinates provide information on 

daily operation details (Chong and Johnson, 2007). Hence, the 

implementation approach of budgets could also affect 

members’ budgetary perceptions. The participant strongly 

agree that the funding of budget programs is based on 

institutions approved budget (4.75); and the BOT normally 

checks on the progress as planned (4.37). It means, the 

performance is always communicated (4.50). Thus, the 

perceived level of budget monitoring and control in my 

institution is excellent and adequate (4.25). Moreover, there is 

clear tracking of program results among the institutions (4.25) 

by using books of accounts. However, they agree that they 

often receive guidelines from the Department of Finance/ 

CHED on the budget process (3.87); and the budgeting 

process is expedited by use of budget officers (3.67); often 

hold budget conferences to review performance (3.80); and the 

costed activities are always reviewed by the executive 

committee (4.05). When considered per CHEI, the computed 

means are 4.94 (strongly agree) for CHEI A; 3.20 (agree) for 

CHEI B; 4.73 (strongly agree) for CHEI C; and 3.90 (agree) to 

CHEI D. Thus, the overall assessment is 4.19 (agree). It 

appears that the participants are aware that financial control 

and monitoring helps to ensure efficient and cost-effective 

program implementation within a system of accountability, 

coupled with a constant program implementation for better 

budget implementation in accordance with agreed plans. The 

process shows the degree of how a superior requires budgetary 

gap analysis and a bases performance appraisal on budgeting 

information (Kenis, 2009). The nature of budgetary evaluation 

lies in execution force in controlling budge, in order to deal 

with exception management (Brownell, 2011). On the other 

hand, the result of budgeting execution is normally done in 

order to integrate with the incentive compensation system to 

perform the function of encouraging employees (Bonner and 

Sprinkle, 2012). When taken collectively per item, the 

participants strongly agree that budget performance reports are 

prepared regularly in each institution (4.50); budget deviations 

are reported to the budget committee/top management (4.50); 

deviations from the budget targets are frequently reported 

(4.42); and the management always takes timely corrective 

actions when adverse variances are reported (4.37). However, 

they simply agree that there is clear reporting of program 

results; Follow up of deviations is done; financial performance 

is communicated frequently in meetings; deviations from the 

expected and the actual /reported results are common; budgets 

are always balanced; and analysis of deviations is necessary 

among institutions. Thus, the overall assessment is 4.17 
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(agree). Thus, reports may be issued with sufficient frequency 

to facilitate adjustments to off-target operations. When 

members of an organization do not know the results of their 

efforts, they have no indication of success or failure and no 

incentive for higher performance.  Although, Henderson 

(2007) mentioned the importance of budgetary feedback and 

control for improving managerial performance, they did not 

investigate how the disclosure of such information affects 

other managerial behavior.  Sometimes, top management 

instructs its unit heads to work towards budget targets but does 

not want such managers to know the rationale behind their 

decisions. Consequently, these department heads can lose 

direction and uncertainties can be created. Managers can solve 

problems only by creating budgetary slack, and they might use 

the slack to cover the variance figures. As a result, wastage can 

be created (Lukka, 1988).  

Financial Performance. The participants strongly agree 

that the staff receives their salaries and allowances on time 

(5.00); the funds for food and its preparation are always 

released on time (4.75); they are always paid top-up in 

addition to the basic monthly salary (4.50); suppliers are 

always paid on time (4.25); and the expenditure on students’ 

food during school-related activities and its preparation are 

genuine (4.75).On the other hand, the respondents only agree 

on the adequacy of expenditure on infrastructure development 

against total expenditure; achieving the targets within the 

budgeted period; and the timeliness of disbursement of 

finances upon requisition. Thus, the overall assessment when 

analyzed per school, respondents from CHEI A gave a rating 

of 4.96 (strongly agree); 4.12 (agree) for CHEI B; 4.37 

(strongly agree) for CHEI C; and 4.12 (agree) for CHEI D. 

Thus, the overall assessment is 4.39 (strongly agree). 

Perceived budget performance refers to the perceptions or 

feelings of participants in respect to how well or badly the 

objectives of the organization are achieved through budget 

performance, and this would be in respect to the revenue 

performance, expenditure performance and value for money 

performance. When the assessment is considered per school, 

the perceived financial performance relative to service delivery 

is 5.00 (strongly agree) for school A; 3.50 (agree) for school 

B; 3.87 (agree) for school C; and 3.62 (agree) to school D. 

Thus, the overall computed value is 4.00 (agree). Various 

institutions are providing financial assistance through 

scholarship grants or through provision of educational 

equipment and other facilities to include the Institutional 

Development Assistance for Accreditation (IDAA). Non-profit 

organizations must deal with the complexities of building; 

maintaining and managing performance based budgeting 

systems. “The non-profit organizations start with the 

performance of their Mission” (Druker, 1992), and the level of 

service delivery is high, since most of the requirements are 

taken care of in the budget as a result also infrastructure 

development is taking root. The CHEIs strongly agree that all 

the budgeted activities are implemented as planned for (4.25); 

the expenditure on instructional materials is adequate (4.42); 

and the expenditure on students’ welfare is adequate every 

semester (4.50). Furthermore, they agree that their income 

generating projects undertaken by my institution; the 

expenditure on infrastructure development is adequate; the 

expenditure on ICT meets the demands of the changing 

environment, which are part of the plan; and the budget 

expenditure on maintenance and repairs is adequate. 

According to Gonahasa (1994), a proper budget should show 

all the activities to include income generating projects, 

instructional materials, infrastructure development, ICT 

requirements, students welfare and development as well as 

expenditures on maintenance and repairs intended for the 

coming year, thus pointing to a budgeting paradigm, which is 

based on the establishment of financial performance measures 

which measures act as a gauge to most important issues in the 

situation and how well it will reflect good financial 

performance. However, most plans do not exactly and clearly 

show how funding would be appropriated to achieve 

performance goals. It is actually identifying the objectives 

without identifying the means for achieving it.  

Variations in the Budgetary Controls and Financial 

Performance. The null hypothesis stating that “there are no 

significant variations in the budgetary controls across HEIs” is 

rejected on the areas of budgeting and planning, monitoring 

and control, analyzing and feedback because the computed F 

values are greater than the critical F values. Thus, there are 

significant variations in the budgetary controls across CHEIs. 

On the other hand, the null hypothesis stating that “there are no 

significant variations in the perceived financial performance 

across HEIs” is rejected on the areas of service delivery, and 

expenditure activities because the computed F values are 

greater than the critical F values. However, on the area of 

infrastructure development, the null hypothesis is accepted. 

Thus, significant variations on the perceived financial 

performance are found relative to service delivery and 

expenditure activities; but insignificant variations are found on 

infrastructure development across CHEIs.  

Implications of the Findings. Empirical results show that 

department heads and other stakeholders are taking part in 

budget planning indicating that the empowerment intensity to 

budget is high. This would further enhance positive and 

agreeable attitude of the budgetary participation, and would 

have a positive effect on budgetary motivation. However, due 

to budget planning principles of the institutions is proposed by 

department heads, and then distributed in terms of department 

performance or employee/ staff number, thus, the intensity of 

budgetary participation is not relevant to budgetary slack. In 

other words, it is not that a department head who highly 

participates in budget planning would, therefore, propose a 

slacker budget, but he should do it according to overall 

performance and department activities. In consequence, the 

result suggests that budget/ finance officer should take the 

consistency between organizational objectives/ goals and 

department strategic objectives/ goals as guidelines of budget 

planning, rather than the merely budget achievement ratio of 

an individual department. Only when the budget officer has 

positive budgetary attitude, then he is capable of achieving 

budgeting functions of financial management, cost control, 

resource planning, and performance measurement. Therefore, 

the higher usefulness and relevance the budget has, the more it 

helps the institution to accurately assess whether each 
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department fulfill strategic objectives towards quality service 

delivery.  

V.  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

For proper budgetary control to be done, programs and plans 

are the basis for allocation of financial resources. Budget reviews 

is important as it paves way for budget adjustments. It is 

important for the financial performance to be communicated to 

the stakeholders by the budget officers. Feedback is an important 

aspect in budgeting that attains quality and standards in planning, 

control and leadership as revealed by the CHEIs. There was a 

high level of financial performance. The CHEIs show all the 

activities intended for the coming year. Institutional plans 

clearly show how funding would be appropriated to achieve 

performance goals. However, some schools do not receive all the 

tuition fees as budgeted for. The institutions are faced with 

challenges to performance budget implementation among which, 

lack of credible and useful performance information, difficulty in 

achieving consensus on goals and measures because of low levels 

of participation is the major drawbacks. Income generating 

projects undertaken by some institutions are limited. The 

expenditure on infrastructure development is moderately 

adequate. The findings indicate that budgetary controls are 

significant predictors of financial performance. There are 

significant variations on the perceived financial performance 

across schools. There are no significant variations on the 

perceived financial performance relative to infrastructure 

development across schools.  
The administration of CHEIs should promote budgetary 

controls through stakeholders, involvement. There is a need for a 

sensitization drive through training, workshops, seminars and 

meetings on the values of implementation of budgeting and 

planning, monitoring and control and analyzing and feedback. 

The BOT should focus attention on important points in the 

implementation process of the budgetary controls and adequately 

monitor the institutions financial performance vis-à-vis budget 

formulation and implementation. The CHEIs need to adopt the 

bottom – top approach. The performance reports should be made 

quarterly. The level of feedback and level of participation of 

stakeholders needs to be upheld and strengthened in order to 

have an effective and efficient budgeting process. It should be 

mandatory that budgeting process for the different units 

/departments are conducted.  
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