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TaBLE T.—Ilustrative monthly old-age and
disability retirement benefits under the
1948 amendments to the Railroad Retire-
ment Act, (Public No. 744) 1

Years of railroad
employment
Average monthly earnings

10 | 20 | 30 | 403

$50: Regular formula......._. $12 | $24 | $36 | $48
Minimum 2. ... ... ... 36| 50| 50 50
100: Regular formula___.____._ 21| 42| 63 84
Minimum 2. ___. -l 36} 60 |-ceac]eanen
200... 36| 72| 1081 144
300 et 481 906 | 144 | 192

! The amounts shown in the table are subject to
reduction in the case of nondisabled male employees
retiring at ages 60-64 after 30 or more years of service.
They are also subject to reduction if the retiring em-
ployee had made a joint and survivor election.

2In the case of an individual having a ‘“‘current
connection with the railroad industry,”” and not less
than 5 years of service, 8 minimum monthly retire-
ment benefit is payable equal to the least of (a) $60,
(b) $3.60 multiplied by the years of service, and (c)
the average monthly earnings.

3 An annuity based on more than 30 years of service
is payable only when the entire period of service
credited is performed after 1936.

15 of 1 percent; the rate then increases
1 of 1 percent for each $50 million by
which the reserve is less than that
amount, reaching the maximum rate
of 3 percent if the reserve falls below
$250 million. The law also provides
that, out of the unemployment con-
tributions collected, an amount equal
to two-tenths of 1 percent of pay rolls
is to be allocated to the unemploy-
ment administration fund.

The bill was the result of a compro-
mise between representatives of rail-
road management and labor. Rail-
road labor had supported proposed
legislation for increasing benefits
while railroad management was sup-
porting proposed legislation reducing
contributions or repealing certain
benefits.*® During the closing days of
.the session, agreement was reached on
a compromise bill, and passage was as-
sured when the legislation was intro-
duced by Representative Wolverton,
Chairman of the House Committee on

©See Amendment to Railroad Unem-
ployment Insurance Act, Hearings on S.
670 Before a Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare,
United States Senate . . . June 23 and 24,
1947; Railroad Retirement, Hearing on
H. R. 6766 Before the Committiee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, House of
Representatives . . . June 2, 1948; Rail-
road Unemployment Insurance, Hearings
on H. R. 5711 Before the Committee on
Ways and Means, House of Representa-
tives . . . June 2, 1948.

Interstate Foreign Commerce, and by
Senator Taft, Chairman of the Sen-
ate Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, and 12 other Senators from
both parties.

“It was pointed out to the commit-
tee by the representatives of manage-
ment and labor in the railroad indus-
try,” the report accompanying the
bill® explained, ‘“that the terms
agreed upon must be considered as a
unit. The bill contains some provi-
sions which, standing alone, manage-
ment would not recommend and oth-
ers which, standing alone, the em-

5 H. Rept. 2154, 80th Cong., 2d sess., p. 2.

ployees would not recommend. Nev-
ertheless, by considering all the pro-
visions as a unit, both management
and employees are in agreement that
the bill represents a fair solution to
the immediate problems concerning
this legislation and recommend that
the bill be enacted.”

Table 7 indicates illustrative retire-
ment benefits payable under the
amended law. The amendments also
have the effect of increasing disability
annuities but do not affect the amount
of benefits to widows, children, or
parents under the survivorship provi-
sions added in 1946.

Hearings in Public Assistance
By Bernard W. Scholz*

The Social Security Act has always required as one of the
conditions for Federal participation in State public assist-
ance programs that the State laws provide an opportunity
for a fair hearing to any person whose claim for assistance

is denied.

When the act was passed, the right to a fair

hearing was a new concept in public assistance administra-
tion; no standards against which procedures could be meas-
ured were available to the States in setting up their programs.
The development of the hearing process since that time and
its effect on public assistance policy and administration are
outlined in the following article.

IN XEEPING WITH our basic philosophy
of government, the principle of due
process must be observed in the ad-
ministration of any law, whether it
limits Athe rights of the individual citi-
zen or whether it establishes and
secures new rights for him. In this
respect a program for disbursing pub-
lic assistance funds is no different
from any other public program, such
as one for collecting revenues by tax-
ation, It is essential that the people
affected by the program be guaranteed
equal protection under the law. An
oportunity for the citizen to be heard
on decisions affecting his welfare is
one of the fundamental democratic
safeguards designed to achieve this
end.

The provisions of the Social Security
Act for Federal participation in public
assistance are based on the concept
that the claimant who meets the re-
quirements established in State law
has a right to benefits and has a right

. *Bureau of Public Assistance, Stand-
ards and Program Development Division.

to a hearing when he is denied these
benefits. It is assumed, of course,
that the public assistance agency is
so organized and administered that
the individual has the right to apply
and is assured that his application will
be acted upon and that payment will
be made promptly if he is found eli-
gible, If this orderly process breaks
down, or if the claimant feels that
he has not been accorded proper treat-
ment, the hearing process is there to
safeguard his rights. It is no sub-

stitute for sound administration.

In accordance with our concept of
the relationship between the citizen
and his government in a democracy,
the agency administering the public
assistance programs must observe the
principle of due process in all its deal-
ings with claimants for assistance. In
other words, agency action must fol-
low a well-established and known
procedure, based on administrative or
judicial precedent and adhering to
an accepted pattern. The hearing
required by the Social Security Act
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is but one facet of this process. It is

a method by which issues arising be-
tween claimant and agency may be
resolved in an administrative proceed-
ing which, if need be, the courts may
be asked to review.

Hearings in public assistance are
not an appeals process in which the
State agency merely reviews the rec-
ord of the action taken by the local
unit and then either confirms that
action or sends the case back for
further consideration. Instead, the
State agency proceeds as if there had
been no previous local action and the
case had come to the agency for an
original determination. All the facts
available at the time of the hearing
are reviewed, all evidence is examined,
and all witnesses are heard, with the
sole objective of settling the issue
raised by the claimant in requesting
the hearing. This issue may be a
decision as to an eligibility factor
such as age, residence, or degree of
relationship of a dependent child. 1t
may concern decisions affecting the
amount of the assistance payment,
such as the availability of a resource,
the existence of certain special needs,
or the value of certain items received
in kind. Or it may relate to agency
procedure—the promptness with
which a new application is acted upon,
for example, or the method of investi-
gating the financial ability of respon-
sible relatives, or the retroactive cor-
rection of an administrative error.
It is the purpose of the hearing to
settle that issue, and to produce a
decision setting forth the agency’s
findings definitively and unequivo-
cally. The fact that through this de-
cision the local agency’s action is up-
held or modified is, of course, a factor
in administrative relationships, but
actually it is only incidental to the
hearing process.

A New Concept

In the past, public assistance was
administered largely on a discretion-
ary basis. Accordingly, little prec-
edent had been built up in the areas
of determination of eligibility for as-
sistance and service on the basis of de-
fined criteria or of determination of
need and amount of assistance on the
basis of fixed standards, and review of
these determinations through a clear-
ly defined and publicized process.

Hearings in public assistance were al-
most entirely a new concept, and no
“guideposts” were available when the
first State programs were set up in
1935 under the new Social Security
Act. To meet the act’s requirement
for State plans,’ State agencies drafted
statements assuring the Social Secu-
rity Board that they would make a
fair hearing available to individuals
whose claims had been denied. Be-
yond that, no experience, standards,
or requirements existed.

Questions soon arose, however, as
the State programs began to operate
and as the first hearings were held.
There was an obvious need to agree
on certain definitions and to analyze
certain procedures to determine
whether they met the Federal act.
What constituted “opportunity” for
a fair hearing? What constituted a
“fair” hearing? What was meant by
“claim”? What characterized the
situation in which it could be said that
a “claim had been denied”?

Had a claimant had an “oppor-
tunity” for a fair hearing if he was un-
able to be present at the hearing? Or
if months had passed between his re-
quest for a hearing and the day it was
held? Or if the period during which
he could file his request for a hearing
was limited to a few days? Or if he
had to go through a long process of
local hearings, local and State pro-
ceedings that tended to delay the
hearing or to discourage the claimant,
and informal State review, before he
was actually heard by the State?

As experience was gained, these
broader questions proved to consist
of many component parts. Had a
claimant had a “fair” hearing if it
was conducted by the official responsi-
ble for the questioned local decision?
If he had not been permitted to ex-
amine the evidence submitted by the
agency? If he had not had an op-
portunity to question persons possess-
ing relevant information, including
agency staff? If information ob-
tained subsequent to the hearing was
used in arriving at the decision? If
he had requested and been denied the
right to be represented by counsel?

Could it be said that a person’s
“claim” for assistance had been “de-

1 Title I, section 4; title IV, section 404;
title X, section 1004.

nied” if he had not been permitted
to file an application? If the agency
failed to act on his application, either
to approve or to deny it? If the
agency approved his application but
failed to pay the amount of assistance
to which the applicant believed him-
self entitled? If a request for an in-
crease in payments was not heeded?
If assistance was arbitrarily decreased
or discontinued?

Had the agency met the provisions
of the act if it failed to advise appli-
cants and recipients of their right to
a hearing? If it reserved the right to
accept or dismiss a request for a hear-
ing? 1If it failed to enforce its hear-
ing decisions? If as the result of a
hearing it adjusted future payments
but failed to correct former mistakes?
If after a hearing it merely remanded
cases to the local agency for further
action instead of assuming responsi-
bility for the final hearing decision?

Gradually the scope and nature of
the problems confronting public as-
sistance agencies in administering
the hearing provisions emerged. And
gradually it became clear that basic
concepts, which have long controlled
administrative hearings in govern-
ment generally, could be applied to
the new type of administrative hear-
ing contemplated in the Social Se-
curity Act. After 6 years of opera-
tion, the Social Security Board issued
a set of recommended standards?® to
be used by State agencies as a guide
in developing their procedures. After
6 more years of observing, comparing,
analyzing, and weighing the various
procedures developed by the States,
the Social Security Administration is-
sued a new policy statement on hear-
ings.? This release established defi-
nite procedural requirements based
on the experience gained.

Indispensable Procedures for a
“Fair Hearing”

Fundamentally, the administrative
hearing is a very simple process. Re-
duced to basic terms, it requires only
that an opportunity be provided for

2 Principles and Standards for Fair
Hearing Procedure in Public Assistance
Administration, Bureau Circular No. 9,
item 214, issued Jan. 8, 1941,

3 Handbook of Public Assistance Admin-
istration, IV-6000, ‘‘Hearings,” issued with
State Letter No. 88, dated Oct. 10, 1947,
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the claimant to tell his story to those
who represent the highest authority
in the State agency; to question those
who took the action to which he ob-
jects; to have an objective review of
the facts thus brought out; and to get
a decision which is the agency’s final
word, which is applicable to all other
similar cases, and which the applicant
can take to court for review if he is
still dissatisfied with the agency action
resulting from it.

To this end the agency must, first
of all, be ready to conduct hearings
and make decisions, and must there-
fore designate the staff members who
will administer this function. Also,
the agency must clarify in its own
mind and set down on paper the
“rules of the game,” so that claimant
and staff, those who are heard and
those who will hear and decide, may
know in advance what will be expected
of them and what procedure to follow.

The procedure itself may, in its de-
tails, vary from agency to agency,
even within the same State. It is de-
termined by the many local factors of
administrative structure and organi-
zation, by the size of the agency, by
the topography of the State, and even
by climatic conditions. Yet, in spite
of these divergencies, there are cer-
tain basic essentials without which
the hearing process would fail to offer
the protection of “due process.”

Every claimant has a right to a
hearing on any action or inaction by
the agency that adversely affects his
claim. He must know from the
agency that he may have a hearing
and how to go about getting it. If he
is dissatisfied with the action taken or
not taken, he must decide whether to
negotiate further with the local
agency and try to reach an under-
standing or whether to submit his
problem to the State agency in a
hearing. As soon as he has decided
to ask for a hearing and taken the
necessary steps, matters should pro-
ceed automatically: his request must
be acknowledged, the hearing sched-
uled, and the participants notified of
the date and place of hearing: Only
the claimant’s voluntary withdrawal
can arrest the process. Whenever a
request for a hearing is received, it
becomes the agency’s responsibility to
see it through—to set up the neces-
sary controls that assure prompt and

efficient handling of the preliminary
steps; to check with the claimant as
to the acceptability of the time and
place suggested by the agency for the
hearing; to schedule and hold the
hearing at the earliest date possible;
to see that a decision is rendered
promptly; and to ascertain that the
decision has been carried out without
delay. As part of this process a hear-
ing officer or panel must be assigned
and information furnished the claim-
ant on procedure at the hearing itself,
so that he may prepare himself ac-
cordingly.

The hearing proper is an orderly but
informal proceeding. Technical rules
of evidence and procedure as used in
court trials do not apply, as they would
make it almost impossible for the
claimant to present his case without
legal counsel. Instead, the claimant
may choose between presenting his
case himself and selecting someone as
his representative. He is entitled to
an opportunity to make a free state-
ment establishing the facts and cir-
cumstances as he sees them, and to
advance his arguments without undue
interference and with the aid of wit-
nesses. It is essential that he have
an opportunity to refute testimony
and to examine all papers and records
used at the hearing, for the “right of
confrontation” is basic to any truly
fair hearing.

Whenever possible, within the
agency’s structure and under State
law, it is preferable that the hearing
officer or panel not only conduct the
hearing but also make the decision, in
accordance with the principle that
“he who hears, shall decide.” When
this procedure is not possible, the
hearing officer must include in the
record his evaluation of the testimony,
comments on conflicting statements,
and recommendations for the guid-
ance of those to whom the authority
for making the final hearing decision
has been delegated. The hearing
record itself need not be a verbatim
transcript of the proceedings, as long
as it accurately and adequately re-
flects what occurred at the hearing.

The decision is based exclusively on
the hearing record, and copies are
promptly released to claimant and lo-
cal agency. The decision sets forth
clearly the facts and legal or policy
provisions on which it was based and

the reasoning by which it was reached.
Above all, it sets forth clearly the re-
sults for the claimant. The State
agency must make the decision, which
must settle the issue that gave rise
to the hearing; that is, no further ac-
tion to resolve the issue must be pos-
sible within the agency.

There is nothing drastic, compli-
cated, or technical in these require-
ments. They merely outline an or-
derly administrative process, requir-
ing no special “trappings” and no ex-
tensive administrative machinery, and
designed to serve the same basic pur-
pose as the normal process of deter-
mination of eligibility carried out by
the State through its local agencies.

How Have the Hearings Worked ?

What has been the actual experi-
ence in State practice during the past
12 years? This question is not easily
answered, for experience is varied.
Some States have had hundreds of
hearings, others almost none. Some
provide for hearings in a simple and
direct way, others have set up highly
specialized machinery. Some States
seem anxious to prevent hearings
whenever possible, while others seem
to invite and welcome them. Some
consider hearings a matter of concern
to the top administrative staff only,
while others distribute throughout the
staff (with proper safeguards for the
anonymity of the persons concerned)
their briefs and decisions, and gen-
erally consider hearings a matter of
interest and concern to the whole
agency. Nevertheless, a few general-
izations may be attempted, although
they should be accepted with caution
in view of the many variables involved.

States that accept in general the
concept that needy people have a legal
right to public assistance are also
likely to accept the implementation
of this right. As a result, these
States show no hesitancy in making
claimants aware of their right to a
review by hearing. And since the
agency itself, in its dealings with
claimants, stresses the fact that the
hearing process is always available as
a test for proper application of law
and policy, claimants are likely to look
upon hearings as an additional ad-
ministrative process established to
safeguard their interests, rather than
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as a contest in which agency and
claimant are pitted against each
other. The hearing thus achieves one
of its main purposes—to strengthen
the claimant’s belief that the agency
accepts his rights, and to strengthen
the agency’s responsiveness to the
needs of the persons whom it was set
up to serve.

States that still think of the State’s
function in granting assistance as
largely discretionary, on the other
hand, are likely to question the pur-
pose and usefulness of the hearing
process. As a result, claimants may
not be adequately informed about
their right to a hearing, or methods
may have been developed that inter-
fere with the availability of hearings
and force claimants to work their way
through a welter of adjustment and
review proceedings before they are ac-
tually granted an opportunity for a
fair hearing before the State agency.
By that time, considerable tension
may have developed between claimant
and agency, and the hearing may turn
into a proceeding not lacking in acri-
mony. The claimant may be made to
feel that he is nothing more than a
troublemaker. The agency may con-
sider itself so heavily committed in its
previous adjustment attempts that
the hearing must now serve to justify
its action. Naturally, such a hearing
is likely to leave the relationship be-
tween claimant and agency badly
damaged, regardless of the nature of
the decision.

While the hearing process, like the
entire assistance program, was origi-
nally designed to serve the individual
claimant, it can also play an impor-
tant role in relation to groups of
claimants. In certain instances, for
example, when a change in law or
agency policy has affected a large
sector of a State’s recipient load, and
recipients by the hundreds have re-
quested an opportunity to test the re-
sulting agency action in hearings,
-agencies have found it possible to
reach a voluntary understanding with
the recipients, under which one case
typical of the whole group will actu-
ally serve as a test case, and the de-
cision reached in the hearing on that
case will then be accepted by the rest
of the group. The agency still has
the responsibility of translating this
decision into policy and making it ap-

plicable to all claimants who have not
as yet filed requests for a hearing,
but for the entire group that has ac-
tually requested a hearing, the issue
has been settled.

Naturally, the hearing process also
provides, in certain instances, a
sounding board for organized groups.
But by the same token it offers the
agency an opportunity to do an inter-
pretive job with that same group, by
demonstrating in the hearing process
how its administrative machinery
functions and by explaining the
agency’s policies and methods of
operation. The hearing thus becomes
a constructive tool in public relations.

Effect of Hearings on Agency Staff,
Claimants, and Agency Policy

The effect of hearings on agency
staff is closely related to the effect on
claimants. If the State agency has
issued well-integrated statements of
policy, clearly defined standards of as-
sistance, and specific procedures, the
staff can proceed with the assurance
that it is operating uniformly, using
objective measurements, and working
toward equitable resuits. Under such
conditions, the hearing is a test of
established policies and procedures
rather than a questioning of the in-
dividual worker’s judgment in making
the determination or of the local
agency’s action. The staff is there-
fore likely to inform claimants freely
of their right to a hearing, to make
hearings readily available when re-
quested, and to conduct them fairly
and objectively. Claimants, in turn,
feel that their rights are strengthened
by a process which the agency staff
has been able to accept and carry
through because it is in keeping with
the staff’s philosophy of democracy at
work in governmental action.

If on the other hand, the hearing
constitutes an attempt to find the
claimant “wrong” and the agency
“right,” it usually proves a trying ex-
perience for the agency staff, just as
it is for the claimant. When there is
no basic acceptance of the right to
assistance or when there are no ob-
jective standards resulting in equal

treatment of claimants, local agency

decisions must frequently be based on
subjective judgment. The hearing
then is no longer a test of policy and

procedure and a review of facts. In-
stead, it amounts to a questioning of
the staff’s judgment, and it may there-
by become a threatening and often
damaging experience to the local
agency.

Hearings are a fundamental process
of democratic administration. But
public assistance administration with-
out mandatory standards, objective
procedures, and clearly defined pol-
icies becomes of necessity subjective
and therefore autocratic. In such a
setting, hearings are superimposed on
agency operations, with the result
that two irreconcilable elements meet,
with serious efiect for the partici-
pants.

The effect of hearings on agency
policy is, of course, as varied as the
recognition of a claimant’s right to
a hearing. States that accept the re-
quirement of equal treatment under
the law also accept hearing decisions
as precedent and amend their policy
when necessary, so that it will apply
to all similar cases. It is for this
reason, among others, that some
States publish their hearing decisions
(always providing proper safeguards
for the anonymity of the individuals
involved). These States want to give
new interpretations of policy the wid-
est possible circulation so that they
may have the broadest and most im-
mediate effect on all cases. In States
that do not accept the concept of
equal rights for all claimants, on the
other hand, hearings may result in
individual rulings that are not con-
sidered applicable to the entire case
load but serve merely to eliminate
special hardship in the individual
case.

Hearings, whether good or- bad,
numerous or infrequent, have a pro-
found effect on claimants and staff,
on agency policy, and, from a public
relations aspect, on public acceptance
of the progsram. They also play an
important role in Federal-State re-
lations.

The Significance of Hearings in
Public Assistance Administration

Under the Social Security Act the
Social Security Administration is
charged with the responsibility for
reviewing the actual operations of the
public assistance programs to assure
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conformity with the State plan and
with the requirements of the Federal
act. Since hearings concern them-
selves predominantly with *“critical
cases”—that 1is, cases which the
drafters of policy did not intend to
exclude, yet which are not expressly
covered by stated policies—hearing
decisions offer particularly significant
clues to the manner in which State
policies and procedures operate.

The very facts that hearings are or
are not held, that claimants do or do
not know about their right to a hear-
ing, and that hearings when requested
are made readily available or are as
far as possible prevented, give a key
to the agency’s attitude toward the
rights of individuals under its pro-
grams. An agency’s ready acceptance
of requests for hearings on a policy,
rather than on a questioned decision
made under this policy, constitutes
acceptance of the right of claimants
to participate in developing policies
that vitally affect their rights and
their welfare. Likewise, the follow-
up action taken after a hearing indi-
cates whether the agency puts hear-
ings to effective use by eliminating
the weaknesses in policy and pro-
cedure that the hearing process has
disclosed. The agency may effect the
necessary change either by direct ac-
tion through policy revision or, when
necessary, by submitting bills to the
State legislature that would broaden
or liberalize the program’s legal base.

Beyond their significance for policy
development, hearing decisions have
a cumulative effect. While the in-
dividual hearing demonstrates the
effect of a specific policy in a specific
situation, an accumulation of hear-
ings on related issues conveys a three-
dimensional view. They give depth
and focus to the picture by showing
what a certain policy will do in rela-
tion to a cross section of a whole case
load, or in relation to a whole set of
similarly constituted case situations.
Though an individual hearing decision
may appear equitable and fair, the
perspective gained from a large num-
ber of related decisions may high-
light deficiencies not visible in the in-
dividual instance, and the decision
reached in the single instance may
suddenly appear superficial and not
directed at the core of the problem.

(Continued on page 21)

Notes and Brief Reports

Employment Covered by

Social Insurance

Estimates of covered and noncov-
ered employment for selected indus-
tries, presented in the December 1947
BULLETIN on a fiscal-year basis, are
shown here for the calendar years
1946 and 1947 (table 1).

More than 60 million persons were
in the civilian labor force in an av-
erage week in 1947, with the labor

TasrLe 1.—Estimated employment covered
by old-age and survivors insurance and by
unemployment insurance, and employ-
ment in selected noncovered industries,
calendar years 1946 and 1947

[In millions; data corrected to June 30, 1948]

Calendar
year
Type of employment
1046 | 1947
1. Employment in an average week:

Civilian labor foree.. ... 57.5 | 60.1
Unemployed_ .. ... ________ 2.3 2.1
Employed, total .______________. 55.2 | 58.0

Covered by old-age and sur-
vivors insurance. ... ___._._. 31.6 | 34.0

Covered by State unemploy-
ment insurance._.-_.._..... 20.0 | 31.2

Not covered by old-age and
survivors insurance_..__._ 2.6 24.0
Railroad......- 6 1.6
Government.. 3 5.0
Federal ... 2 1.7
State and local 1 3.3
Agriculture 8.2 8.2
‘Wage and salary workers.| 1.6 1.6
Self-employed.__........__ 4.8 5.0
Unpaid family workers_..| 1.8 1.6

Nonagricultural self-em-
ployed..._..______________ 5.6 6.0
Domestic service......_.... 1.6 1.7
15 1.3 1.5

2. Employment in an average pay

period:

Covered by State unemployment
insuranee.________.____.______.__ 30.2 | 32.3

Railroad...__._........_. 16 1.6

Federal Government 2.3 1.9

State and local government....._ 3.3 3.6

3. Employment during a quarter (av-
erage for 4 quarters) covered by
old-age and survivors insurance...| 38.6 [ 40.0

Source: Data on employment in an average week
(based on population count); civilian labor force,
unemployed, and total employed, from Monthly
Report on the Labor Force, Bureau of the Census;
employment covered and not covered by old-age
and survivors insurance, from the Bureau of the
Census, adjusted by the Analysis Division, Bureau
of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance; employment
covered by unemployment insurance, estimated by
the Burean of Employment Security. Data on em-
{)loyment in an average pay period (based on estab-
ishment reporting): covered by unemployment in-
surance, from the Bureau of Employment Security;
for railroads, from the Railroad Retirement Board;
for Federal, State, and local governments, from the
Burean of Labor Statistics. Employment during a
quarter covered by old-age and survivors insurance,
from the Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insur-
ance,

force rising from 57.8 million in Jan-
uary to a peak of 62.7 million in July.
Employed workers numbered 58 mil-
lion, a 5-percent rise over the average
in 1946. Unemployment, which hov-
ered close to the 2, million mark in
the spring of 1947, fell to 1.6 million
by the year’s end and averaged 2.1
million.

Some 34 million workers, or nearly
60 percent of the employed labor
force, were covered by the old-age
and survivors insurance program in
1947; as total employment increased
by 400,000 more than did the number
covered under that program, however,
the number of workers excluded from
coverage rose from 23.6 million in an
average week in 1946 to 24 million in
1947,

More than a third (8.2 million) of
the noncovered workers were em-
ployed in agriculture; 6 million were
working for themselves in nonagricul-
tural occupations; and 5 million were
employed by Federal, State, or local
governments. Federal Government
employment fell by half a million
from the 1946 level and averaged 1.7
million in 1947; employment by State
and local governments, on the other
hand, was up 200,000 and totaled 3.3
million in an average week in 1947.

Workers covered by the State un-
employment insurance systems num-
bered 31.2 million in 1947, an increase
of 2.2 million. In an average bpay
period, some 32.3 million workers were
covered by the State systems, which
represented a gain of 7 percent over
the number covered in 1946.

Trends in  Public

Assistance Personnel

Since December 1942 the Bureau of
Public Assistance has received semi-
annual statistical reports from State
public assistance agencies concerning
the staff in the State and local offices.
The reports, which are made on a
voluntary basis, came at the beginning
from 29 agencies in 25 States; by De-
cember 1947, 52 agencies in 45 States
were participating in the project.
From these reports and other infor-
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Percent-
 Bee

Primary benefit amount dggrnl%?-
primary

. benefits
Total, number...... ... oao_. 874,724
Total, percent-_ .. .o...______ 100.0
$10.00. L 7.9
10.01-14.99_ _ 8.8
15.00-19.99._ _ 9.4
20.00-24.99. _ 26.4
25.00~-29.99. _ 20.6
30.00-34.99__ . ______ .. 13.4
35.00-39.99. . . 7.6
40.0044.40_ ... 5.9

(Continued from page 18)

For benefit amounts of less than
$25, there were appreciably higher
proportions of women than of men
in each interval (chart 1)>. For ben-
efits of $25 or more, there were rela-
tively more men in each interval.
More than half the men but only a
little more than a fifth of the women
were receiving benefits of $25 or more.

At the upper and lower intervals

“ the difference between the distribu-

- tion for men and that for women was
greater at. the end of 1947 than in
previous years. The relative number
of men with benefits of less than $15
decreased from 159 percent at the
end of 1944 to 14.4 percent at the end
of 1947, while the percentage for wo-

_men increased from 30.6 to 31.3 The
percentage of men receiving benefits
of $35 or more increased from 10.5 to
15.2 during the same period. The
corresponding increase for women was
from 1.8 percent to 2.6 percent.

A systematic review of hearing de-
cisions by a State agency may thus re-
sult in a new understanding of un-
derlying problems that had not been
recognized before and that now exert
a continuing pressure for improve-
ment on those responsible for draft-
ing laws, rules, and procedures. By
codifying their hearing decisions and
keeping past decisions constantly in
mind, so that they can be related to
current hearing decisions, some State
agencies make maximum use of this
opportunity to review their policy and
practice from the vantage point of
cumulative experience. To consider
each hearing only as it relates to the
individual situation is to lose the ad-

vantage that can be gained for im-
provement of program administra-
tion.

The Social Security Administration
is utilizing hearing decisions in vari-
ous ways in its work with State agen-
cies. In January 1947, it began pub-
lication of a periodical, Hearing De-
cisions in Public Assistance. From
material submitted by State agencies
for publication, the Hearing Decisions
presents transcripts of hearings, hear-
ing decisions, briefs, digests, and
court decisions, with comments by
the Bureau of Public Assistance. The
publication is broadly aimed at staff
development, by describing various
aspects of the hearing process. It
shows the different methods by which
decisions may be reached; the forms
developed for notifying claimants of
the decisions; the methods used in
making hearing decisions available to
State-wide staffs; the way in which
the decisions, without formalized cod-
ification, by their very nature set
precedents. Some issues have car-
ried discussions of the interpretation

given by the courts to legal provisions ~

on the right to a hearing, the agency’s
obligation to take corrective action
through hearings, and the agency’s

authority to enforce its hearing de-
cisions.

Since October 1944 the Bureau has
collected and analyzed statistical in-
formation on requests for hearings
and hearing decisions, which States
furnished voluntarily. Gradually the
number of participating States has
increased, as State agencies became
interested in the published reports of
the Bureau’s findings and began to
analyze their own problems and per-
formance in comparison with those of
other reporting agencies. The report
for the first half of 1948 will be the
first in which all State agencies will
participate on a mandatory basis.

Just as the laws of a nation are not
fully understood in their implications
until they have been interpreted by
the courts that apply them to a spe-
cific situation, so the policies of a pub-
lic assistance agency, as laid down in
State law and in its written imple-
mentation by rule and regulation,
cannot fully be judged as to their ef-
fect and implication until they have
been tested in hearings on critical
situations. The hearing is not merely
an adjunct to public assistance, added
as a safeguard and protection. It is
the touchstone of the whole program.

Recent Publications in the

Field of Social Security”

Social Security Administration

SuUDDE, Louls O. Present Values of
OASI Benefits Awarded and in Cur-
rent Payment Status, 1940-46.
Washington: Office of the Actuary,
May 1948. 20 pp. Processed.
(Actuarial Study No. 26.)

An actuarial appraisal of the “pres-
ent value,” or actuarial reserve liabil-
ity, for the various types of benefits.
Limited free distribution; apply to
the Office of the Actuary, Social Secu-
rity Administration, Washington 25,
D. C.

*The inclusion of prices of publications
in this list is intended as a service to the
reader, but orders must be directed to
publishers or booksellers and not to the
Social Security Administration ,or the
Federal Security Agency. Federal publi-
cations for which prices are listed should
be ordered from the Superintendent of
Documents, U. S. Government Printing
Office, Washington 25, D. C.

General

BAKER, HELEN. Management Proce-
dures in the Determination of In-
dustrial Relations Policies. Prince-
ton, N. J.: Industrial Relations
Section, Princeton University, 1948.
81 pp. (Research Report Series No.
76.)

BURNS, ARTHUR F. The Cumulation of
Economic Knowledge. New York:
National Bureau of Economic Re-
search, May 1948. 74 pp.

The Bureau’s 28th Annual Report
includes a discussion of recent changes
in economic thought and the need for
experimental research.

GREAT BRITAIN. TREASURY. Economic
Survey for 1948. London: H. M.
Stationery Office, 1948. 62 Dpp.
(Cmd. 7344) 1s.

Reviews the British economy at the
beginning of 1948 and outlines pla,ns‘



