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ADMINISTRATORS in a n d o u t of govern­
m e n t h a v e s t ruggled for years wi th 
t h e p rob lem of keep ing in sufficiently 
close t o u c h wi th t h e i r o rgan iza t ions 
t o know cu r r en t l y a n d accura te ly w h a t 
is going on ; t o e n s u r e t h a t all t h e i r 
divisions or d e p a r t m e n t s a r e following 
es tabl i shed policy a n d a r e ope ra t ing 
efficiently a n d economical ly, a n d t o 
know t h a t t h e n u m b e r of checks a n d 
ba lances is sufficient t o achieve h o n e s t 
a n d c o m p e t e n t a d m i n i s t r a t i o n b u t n o t 
so g r e a t a s to impede accompl i shmen t . 
F r o m t h e first day of i ts exis tence t h e 
Social Secur i ty B o a r d likewise h a s h a d 
to concern itself w i t h t h e controls a n d 
sources of i n fo rma t ion t h a t , in a la rge 
o rgan iza t ion , will e n s u r e t h a t t h e p u r ­
poses of t h e a c t a r e being ca r r i ed ou t 
a n d t h a t c h a n n e l s exist to p rov ide a n 
order ly a n d c o n t i n u i n g flow of in for ­
m a t i o n t o enable t h e B o a r d to r e p o r t 
on i ts s t e w a r d s h i p a n d , a s occasion 
necess i ta tes , to m a k e in te l l igent r e c ­
o m m e n d a t i o n s to Congress a n d o the r s 
on p r o g r a m i m p r o v e m e n t s . 

I t would be imprac t i ca l to a t t e m p t 
t o discuss or even to describe h e r e all 
t h e devices employed by t h e B o a r d to 
review a n d m e a s u r e t h e a d m i n i s t r a ­
t ion of social secur i ty . T h e s e inc lude 
fiscal aud i t s , t h e ex t r emely well-
o rgan ized processes for appra i s ing 
Fede ra l a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of o ld-age a n d 
survivors i n s u r a n c e , t h e advance for-
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m u l a t i o n of 6 - m o n t h ope ra t i ng p r o ­
g r a m s for all B o a r d funct ions , t h e 
per iodic review of budge t jus t i f ica­
t ions , per iodic review of S t a t e m e r i t 
sys tems, a n d m a n y o t h e r we l l - e s t ab ­
l ished a n d produc t ive app ra i s a l p roce ­
dures . T h e p r e sen t discussion re l a t e s 
only to t h e formal ly adop ted se t of 
p rocedures , rou t ines , a n d r e p o r t s t h a t 
we h a v e come t o ident i fy as t h e " a d ­
min i s t r a t i ve rev iew" in t h e two F e d ­
e r a l - S t a t e p r o g r a m s — t h e public a s ­
s i s t ance p r o g r a m , in which t h e B o a r d 
is responsible for m a k i n g g r a n t s - i n -
a id t o S t a t e s for ass i s tance a n d a d ­
m i n i s t r a t i o n u n d e r S t a t e p l ans for 
o ld-age ass i s tance , a id to t h e bl ind, 
a n d aid to d e p e n d e n t ch i l d r en ; a n d 
t h e u n e m p l o y m e n t i n s u r a n c e p r o ­
g r a m , u n d e r which t h e B o a r d h a s 
responsibi l i t ies for approv ing S t a t e 
u n e m p l o y m e n t compensa t ion laws for 
tax-offset purposes a n d for m a k i n g 
Fede ra l g r a n t s to mee t t h e costs of 
admin i s t e r i ng those laws. 

The What and Why of the Admin­
istrative Review 

T h e condi t ions specified in t h e S o ­
cial Secur i ty Act for Fede ra l p a r t i c i ­
pa t i on in t h e s e p r o g r a m s give us ou r 
m a r c h i n g orders . T h e r e c a n be n o 
evading t h e d i scharge of these specific 
m a n d a t e s . At first s igh t t h e y m a y 
a p p e a r to a l loca te t o t h e B o a r d es ­
sent ia l ly nega t ive police d u t i e s — a n d 
u n d e r a less progressive a n d i m a g i ­
n a t i v e type of a d m i n i s t r a t i o n t h e y 
could easily h a v e been so i n t e rp re t ed . 

Over i ts yea r s of ope ra t ion , however , 
t h e B o a r d h a s evolved a posit ive con­
cept of t h e "Fede ra l ro l e " i n h e r e n t in 
t h e s t a t u t o r y m a n d a t e s for t he se F e d ­
e r a l - S t a t e sys tems. 

T h e formal ly adop ted s t a t e m e n t s of 
t h e F e d e r a l role in publ ic a s s i s t ance 
a n d in u n e m p l o y m e n t i n s u r a n c e differ 
in l anguage b u t a re iden t ica l i n s u b ­
s t ance . T h e y encompass five m a i n 
a r e a s of B o a r d ac t iv i ty a n d r e spons i ­
bi l i ty : a p p r o v a l of S t a t e laws a n d 
p l a n s ; g r a n t s of F e d e r a l f u n d s ; m a i n ­
t e n a n c e of "p rope r a n d efficient a d ­
m i n i s t r a t i o n " ; consu l t a t ion a n d a d ­
vice r e l a t ing b o t h t o p r o g r a m a n d t o 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n , inc lud ing t h e m a i n ­
t e n a n c e of a c l ea r ing -house service; 
a n d publ ic a n d legislat ive i n f o r m a t i o n 
looking t o w a r d i m p r o v e m e n t of t h e 
p r o g r a m s . 

T h e s e a r e t h e ends served by t h e 
Board ' s a d m i n i s t r a t i v e review of 
S t a t e opera t ions . Basical ly , t h e " r e ­
view" is a sys tem for eva lua t ing t h e 
S t a t e ' s a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of i t s law i n 
o r d e r to d e t e r m i n e confo rmi ty w i t h 
t h e ac t . B u t a n y review ou t l ine or a n y 
review r e p o r t is deficient t o t h e e x t e n t 
t h a t i t is n o t consciously o r i en ted t o 
e a c h of t h e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of t h e F e d ­
e ra l role. M e t h o d s m a y a n d do differ 
subs tan t i a l ly , b u t t h e purposes r e m a i n 
t h e s ame . 

Looked a t f rom a n o t h e r po in t of 
view, w h a t does t h e B o a r d expect t o 
ge t f rom t h e review process? T h r e e 
words s u m u p t h e a n s w e r : conformi ty , 
i n fo rma t ion , i m p r o v e m e n t . T h e r e ­
view shou ld give a s s u r a n c e a s t o c o n ­
t i n u i n g conformi ty or shou ld ident i fy 
a n d expla in n o n c o n f o r m i t y ; i t shou ld 
provide t h e c l ea r ing-house m a t e r i a l 
on p r o g r a m a n d a d m i n i s t r a t i o n for 
use in giving advice a n d consu l t a t i on ; 
a n d it should fu rn i sh a r i ch source 
of r e s e a r c h d a t a for po in t ing t h e way 



to a be t t e r social secur i ty sys tem—for 
p r o g r a m deve lopmen t a n d s t a n d a r d 
se t t ing . 
The Administrative Review in Public Assistance 

F r o m t h e beg inn ing t h e B o a r d h a s 
recognized i ts responsibi l i ty for a s ­
s is t ing t h e S t a t e s in improv ing t h e i r 
publ ic ass i s tance p r o g r a m s . I n view, 
however , of t h e absence of specific i n ­
fo rma t ion on t h e adequacy of i n d i ­
v idua l S t a t e ope ra t ions a n d because 
t h e s t a n d a r d s a g a i n s t wh ich S t a t e 
p r ac t i ce m i g h t be j u d g e d were i m ­
perfec t o r lacking, a t t h e ou t se t we 
c o n c e n t r a t e d t e m p o r a r i l y on t h e 
p r o p e r expend i tu re of funds . I n those 
d a y s t h e Board ' s B u r e a u of Accounts 
a n d Audi t s m a d e a comple te a u d i t 
of t h e eligibility of t h e ind iv idua ls 
who received ass i s t ance t o w a r d wh ich 
F e d e r a l funds were used, e x a m i n i n g 
every case file in every S t a t e . T h e 
a u d i t staff, which was twice i ts p r e sen t 
size, was n o t equipped by t r a i n i n g or 
exper ience to d r a w from t h e s e records 
t h e i n f o r m a t i o n needed for s t a n d a r d 
s e t t i ng a n d p r o g r a m deve lopment . As 
aud i to r s , t h e y were a c red i t to t h e m ­
selves a n d to t h e Board . Skills o t h e r 
t h a n aud i t i ng , however , were needed 
t o ge t t h e whole job done . 

By J a n u a r y 1940 t h e 100-percent 
a u d i t of eligibility was d i scon t inued ; 
publ ic ass i s t ance a u d i t i n g was t h e n 
l imi ted t o t h e fiscal a spec t s of p a y ­
m e n t , a u d i t of t h e S t a t e ' s a c c o u n t ­
abi l i ty for expend i tu res , a n d a gene ra l 
review of fiscal p rocedu re a n d a c ­
coun t ing . At t h e s a m e t i m e t h e B u ­
r e a u of Publ ic Ass is tance i n s t i t u t e d 
a c o n t i n u i n g review of S t a t e a n d local 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e p rocedures a n d o p e r a ­
t ions , i nc lud ing a n a p p r o p r i a t e review 
of s a m p l e case r ecords t o a s su re t h e 
B o a r d of t h e S t a t e ' s a d h e r e n c e t o F e d ­
e ra l r e q u i r e m e n t s a n d t o t h e S t a t e ' s 
own approved plan.1 T h e B u r e a u of 
Accounts a n d Audi ts was to be cal led 
on for consu l ta t ive service a n d , if spe ­
cial c i r cums tances necess i ta ted , for 
a n a u d i t of indiv idual eligibility d e ­
t e r m i n a t i o n s . 

I t was recognized t h a t t h e review 
process m u s t be cons i s t en t w i t h t h e 
B o a r d ' s d e t e r m i n a t i o n t o ass is t t h e 
S t a t e s in s t r e n g t h e n i n g t h e i r a d m i n -
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i s t r a t i on a n d should n o t r ep re sen t 
processes t h a t m i g h t h a v e t h e effect 
of weaken ing S t a t e a d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
a n d in i t ia t ive t h r o u g h spoon-feeding . 
Likewise, t h e a d m i n i s t r a t i v e review 
was recognized as a n ex tens ion of, 
r a t h e r t h a n a subs t i t u t e for, ex is t ing 
m e t h o d s of fac t f inding a n d dea l ing 
w i t h t h e S t a t e s . I t was t o be ca r r i ed 
on by t h e B u r e a u cooperat ively w i t h 
S t a t e officials, a n d i t s r e su l t s were t o 
be m a d e avai lable t o t h e S t a t e s for 
t h e i r use in accompl i sh ing a d m i n i s ­
t r a t ive i m p r o v e m e n t s . T h e i m p o r ­
t a n c e of decent ra l iz ing t h e process t o 
t h e regions was recognized; while 
un i fo rmi ty of p rocedure was r e g a r d e d 
as i m p o r t a n t , flexibility was i n t r o ­
duced to assure adap tab i l i t y t o t h e 
ind iv idua l n e e d s of e a c h S t a t e . 

T h e review is gea red t o encompass 
t h e e n t i r e t y of t h e S t a t e ' s a d m i n i s ­
t r a t i ve process , work ing back f rom 
t h e end p roduc t , wh ich is t h e ass i s t ­
ance p a y m e n t to t h e ind iv idua l o r t h e 
den ia l of ass i s tance , t h r o u g h all t h e 
ear l ie r s teps involved. S ince t h e fiscal 
aud i t of eligibility h a d been d i scon­
t inued , provis ion was m a d e for t h e 
r e p o r t i n g of e r ro r s in ass i s tance p a y ­
m e n t s t o t h e S t a t e s for p rope r a d j u s t ­
m e n t . I t was recognized a t t h e b e ­
g inn ing , a n d is sti l l found t o be t r u e , 
t h a t t h e review process m u s t be 
c h a n g e d a n d refined con t inuous ly as 
c i r cums tances i n d i c a t e n e e d for 
c h a n g e . 

A review of e a c h S t a t e is comple ted 
annua l l y . T o h a v e i t reflect t h e m o s t 
nea r l y c u r r e n t s i t ua t ions , t h e in fo r ­
m a t i o n r e l a t i ng t o e a c h of t h e local 
agencies reviewed covers t h e l a s t 2 
q u a r t e r s p reced ing t h e field work. 
T h e field work is spaced so t h a t a c ­
t ivi t ies of some local agencies would 
be reviewed for each q u a r t e r w i th in 
t h e es tab l i shed a n n u a l period. 

T o keep t h e job wi th in m a n a g e a b l e 
p ropo r t i ons a n d costs , t h e conven­
t iona l p rac t i ces of " s a m p l i n g " a n d 
" t e s t c h e c k i n g " were adop ted . C o n ­
t r a r y t o m o s t s tudies on a s amp le 
basis , however , t h e publ ic ass i s tance 
review is organized so as to a s su re t h a t 
over a per iod of yea r s t h e a c c u m u l a ­
t ion of t h e samples will provide a 
m u c h m o r e extensive coverage of 
S t a t e opera t ions t h a n is ga ined in a n y 
single year . 

T h e f irst yea r was f r ank ly exper i ­
m e n t a l . I n S t a t e s where t h e case load 

was heavi ly concen t r a t ed , t h e B u r e a u 
a t t e m p t e d t o review t h e ope ra t ions of 
local u n i t s responsible for 50 pe r cen t 
of t h e case load. W h e n t h i s was n o t 
feasible, un i t s were selected to a s su re 
good geograph ic d i s t r ibu t ion a n d as 
l a rge a r e p r e s e n t a t i o n of t h e case load 
a s possible. 

W i t h i n t h e local u n i t s t h u s selected, 
a review was m a d e of r a n d o m s a m ­
ples r ep r e sen t i ng 10 pe rcen t of t h e 
app roved app l ica t ions wi th in t h e 2 
p reced ing q u a r t e r s , 5 p e r c e n t of t h e 
app l ica t ions re jec ted , a n d 2 p e r c e n t 
of t h e cases wh ich h a d received a s ­
s i s tance con t inuous ly for a y e a r o r 
more . A p p r o p r i a t e schedules were 
des igned to p e r m i t un i fo rm reco rd ing 
of i n fo rma t ion a n d to assist t h e r e ­
viewers in pe r fo rming t he i r work on 
a u n i f o r m basis . T h e schedules were 
of two gene ra l types , one t o record 
i n fo rma t ion on admin i s t r a t i ve p r a c ­
t ices a n d t h e o t h e r on individual 
cases. T h e admin i s t r a t i ve schedules , 
likewise, were a d a p t e d t o t h e r e c o r d ­
ing of i n fo rma t ion o n local un i t s , on 
t h e one h a n d , a n d on S t a t e agency 
o p e r a t i o n s o n t h e o t h e r . 

T h e S t a t e agency schedule was 
largely l imi ted t o ope ra t ions which 
could be m o s t read i ly m a d e t h e s u b ­
jec t of s tudy by schedule m e t h o d s , 
such a s t h e m e t h o d a n d e x t e n t of field 
supervis ion. O t h e r aspects of S t a t e 
agency ope ra t ion were left to t h e g e n ­
e ra l responsibi l i ty of t h e regional r e p ­
r e sen ta t ive to h a n d l e as c i r c u m ­
s t a n c e s requi red . T h e schedules r e ­
l a t i ng to indiv idual cases were devised 
to reduce wr i t ing a n d t r ansc r i p t i on t o 
a m i n i m u m by use of check m a r k s a n d 
figures t o r e p o r t i n fo rma t ion . All 
schedules were designed to t a k e a c ­
coun t of t h e differences in t h e t h r e e 
ca tegor ies of publ ic ass i s tance . 

Moreover , a n effective use was m a d e 
of t e s t ing a n d sampl ing m e t h o d s t o 
e l imina te t h e necess i ty of even t h e 
e n t i r e s amp le review in S t a t e s w h i c h 
a l r e a d y h a d some form of review t h a t 
cons t i t u t ed a p rac t i ca l equivalent . I n 
t hose S t a t e s , we m a k e only a t e s t 
check of t h e agency ' s p l a n in o rde r 
t o es tab l i sh i t s val idi ty . T h u s , we a r e 
able to get w h a t we need w i t h a m i n i ­
m u m of effort a n d to avoid dup l i ca ­
t ion of t h e S t a t e ' s work. 

T h e publ ic ass i s tance review r e ­
quires on ly t h r e e r e p o r t s : a s t a t e m e n t 
f rom t h e reg iona l r ep resen ta t ive giv­
ing t h e advance p l an for each year of 



review in each S t a t e ; a qua r t e r l y r e ­
p o r t of p rogress ; a n d a n a n n u a l r e ­
p o r t formal iz ing a n d eva lua t ing t h e 
S t a t e s i t ua t ion as seen t h r o u g h t h e 
review; p lus a n y o t h e r p e r t i n e n t f a c ­
t u a l i n fo rma t ion . T h e a n n u a l r epo r t , 
while p r imar i l y des igned for use by 
t h e Board , is also given t o t h e S t a t e 
for i ts i n fo rma t ion . 
The Administrative Review in 

Unemployment Insurance 
T h e a d m i n i s t r a t i v e review in u n ­

e m p l o y m e n t i n s u r a n c e h a s m a n y 
po in t s in c o m m o n w i t h t h a t in publ ic 
a s s i s t ance b u t also m a n y po in t s of 
difference. D u r i n g t h e first few 
yea r s t h e B u r e a u of E m p l o y m e n t S e ­
cur i ty h a d n o formal ized review, 
t h o u g h a review out l ine was in use , 
p r imar i l y as a guide w h e n it b e c a m e 
necessa ry to m a k e a special review i n 
a S t a t e whe re difficult p rob l ems of 
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n or conformi ty issues 
a rose . F o u r yea r s ago t h e B u r e a u 
es tab l i shed a review on a m o r e r e g u ­
larized basis , b u t i t was n o t u n t i l ea r ly 
1943 t h a t a r o u g h equiva len t of t h e 
c u r r e n t process was in t roduced . U n ­
ti l las t year , t h i s review was conduc ted 
every 6 m o n t h s . I t is n o w on a n 
a n n u a l basis , a n d all reviews a r e c o m ­
ple ted be tween J u l y 1 a n d F e b r u a r y 
28. 

T h e r ep resen ta t ive of t h e B u r e a u in 
each reg ion is p r imar i l y responsible 
for t h e conduc t of t h e review, b u t al l 
m e m b e r s of t h e reg iona l profess ional 
staff a id in ca r ry ing i t out . 

T h e process begins w i t h a review in 
t h e regional office of t h e prev ious 
year ' s r e p o r t ; a check of c u r r e n t i t e m s 
of i m p o r t a n t business wi th t h e S t a t e ; 
a review of t h e re la t ive efficiency of 
t h e S t a t e as c o m p a r e d w i t h o t h e r s 
in t h e region a n d c o u n t r y in s u c h 
i t e m s as u n i t a d m i n i s t r a t i v e costs, 
t i m e lapse in benefit p a y m e n t s , a n d 
so o n ; a n d a brief review of S t a t e 
m a n u a l s , p rocedures , a n d o rgan iza ­
t i o n a l c h a r t s . C lea rance is m a d e 
w i t h S t a t e officials a t t h e beg inn ing 
of t h e review, a n d t h e S t a t e a d m i n ­
i s t r a t o r is asked to p a r t i c i p a t e closely 
a n d cont inuous ly . I n t h e smal le r 
S t a t e s a n d in S t a t e s w i t h re la t ively 
few problems , t h e a c t u a l collection of 
t h e review m a t e r i a l t akes 9 or 10 
work ing d a y s ; in m o r e compl ica ted 
s i tua t ions , a s m u c h as 18 to 21 work ­
ing days . 

If a compar i son m a y be ven tu red , 
t h e u n e m p l o y m e n t i n s u r a n c e review 
seems to be more h igh ly p r o c e d u r a l -
ized t h a n t h a t in public ass i s tance . A 
43-page ou t l ine is provided, w i t h 
space for a brief a n s w e r on e a c h 
po in t . T h e out l ine is divided i n t o 9 
m a j o r sect ions , r ep r e sen t i ng t h e m a ­
j o r a r e a s of S t a t e a d m i n i s t r a t i o n . 
Vary ing n u m b e r s of ques t ions a r e i n ­
c luded in each sect ion, careful ly se ­
lected t o requi re review of e a c h de ta i l 
of opera t ion t h a t is of r ea l i m p o r t ­
ance . 

As in public ass i s tance , t e s t checks 
a r e used to app ra i s e t h e a d m i n i s t r a ­
t i on of m a s s ope ra t ions . F o r ex­
ample , t h e r e is a careful e x a m i n a t i o n 
of 60 benefit decisions selected a t r a n ­
dom, 60 of t h e mos t r ecen t benefit d e ­
cisions involving disqualif ication, a n d 
60 appea ls . T h e reviewer m u s t a t t e n d 
f rom 1 to 3 appea l h e a r i n g s a n d m u s t 
m a k e a n o n - t h e - g r o u n d review of o p ­
e ra t ions of a t leas t 3 local offices. 

S ta t i s t i ca l schedules , t h e p r e p a r a ­
t ion of wh ich was f o u n d b u r d e n s o m e 
a n d t ime consuming by t h e reg iona l 
staff, h a v e recen t ly been e l imina ted 
f rom t h e review out l ine . Schedu les 
a r e now p r e p a r e d a n d s u b m i t t e d vol­
u n t a r i l y by t h e S t a t e s themselves . 
T h e c o n t e n t of these schedules is 
c h a n g e d s o m e w h a t e a c h yea r in o rde r 
to reflect changes in opera t ions a n d 
t h e va ry ing i n t e r e s t s of t hose who 
use t h e figures. 

T h e comple ted out l ine , in m o s t i n ­
s tances , cons t i tu t e s t h e r e p o r t of t h e 
review, a l t h o u g h i t is o rd ina r i ly s u b ­
m i t t e d t o t h e B o a r d w i t h a cover ing 
m e m o r a n d u m t h a t of ten t akes t h e 
form of a r epor t , s u m m a r i z i n g f ind­
ings of t h e review a n d inc lud ing a n y 
add i t iona l c o m m e n t s deemed signifi­
c a n t on t h e S t a t e ' s a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of 
i ts p r o g r a m . 

As in publ ic ass i s tance , if ser ious 
evidence of poor a d m i n i s t r a t i o n or 
n o n c o n f o r m i t y is discovered d u r i n g 
t h e course of t h e review, i t is i m m e ­
dia te ly cal led t o t h e a t t e n t i o n of 
S t a t e officials. I t e m s of lesser i m ­
p o r t a n c e a r e he ld for discussions a t 
t h e conclusion of t h e review. 

A copy of t h e comple ted review 
out l ine is a lways m a d e ava i lab le t o 
t h e S t a t e . T h e t ime a n d m e t h o d of 
p r e sen t i ng i t to t h e S t a t e a r e left t o 
t h e d iscre t ion of t h e reg iona l r e p r e ­
sen ta t ive . H e m a y conclude t h a t a 
conference is unneces sa ry because of 

c o n t i n u i n g discussions d u r i n g t h e 
course of t h e review; h e m a y a r r a n g e 
for a conference immed ia t e ly u p o n 
comple t ion of t h e review; or h e m a y 
pos tpone discussion un t i l t h e m a t e ­
r ia ls h a v e been ana lyzed a n d a f o r m a l 
p r o g r a m for t h e p r e s e n t a t i o n a n d 
discussion of findings h a s been 
worked ou t in t h e reg iona l office. 

T h e only differences of conse ­
quence be tween t h e publ ic a s s i s t ance 
a n d u n e m p l o y m e n t i n s u r a n c e reviews 
a p p e a r to be t hose a t t r i b u t a b l e t o 
bas ic cha rac t e r i s t i c s of t h e t w o p r o ­
g r a m s . Pub l ic ass i s t ance is o r d i n a r ­
ily a d m i n i s t e r e d on a coun ty bas is , 
whi le t h e a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of u n e m ­
p l o y m e n t i n s u r a n c e is usua l ly h igh ly 
cent ra l ized . Review of publ ic a ss i s t ­
ance , because of t h e m a t c h i n g p r o v i ­
sions of t h e Fede ra l law, m u s t give 
m o r e conce rn to p a y m e n t s t o i n d i ­
v iduals , t o w a r d wh ich F e d e r a l funds 
a r e used. T h e u n e m p l o y m e n t i n ­
s u r a n c e review, because of t h e 100-
p e r c e n t F e d e r a l g r a n t for a d m i n i s ­
t r a t i o n , p laces a special e m p h a s i s on 
t h e de ta i l s of a d m i n i s t r a t i o n a n d on 
b u d g e t a r y aspec ts of a d m i n i s t r a t i o n . 

Results of the Administrative Re­view 
W i t h i n r e c e n t m o n t h s t h e B u r e a u 

of Publ ic Ass is tance h a s s p e n t m u c h 
t i m e eva lua t ing i t s a d m i n i s t r a t i v e r e ­
view process , g a t h e r i n g i n f o r m a t i o n 
f rom m a n y sources, inc lud ing t h e 
reg iona l offices, on t h e p r e s e n t o p e r a ­
t ion of t h e review process. Most of 
t h e B u r e a u ' s f indings of fac t a n d 
some of i ts conclus ions a n d r e c o m ­
m e n d a t i o n s app ly also to t h e review 
by t h e B u r e a u of E m p l o y m e n t S e ­
cur i ty . H e r e a r e some of t h e m : 

T h e S t a t e agencies , w i t h few excep­
t ions , h a v e c o m m e n d e d t h e process 
a n d h a v e accep ted t h e conclusions . 
Cred i t for S t a t e p rogress t o w a r d t h e 
accompl i shmen t of B o a r d s t a n d a r d s 
is given in l a rge degree by t h e Boa rd ' s 
r ep re sen ta t i ves t o t h e f r iendly coop­
e r a t i o n d u r i n g t h e review a n d t h e 
c o n t a c t s t h u s es tabl i shed. T h e r e ­
view h a s disclosed i m p o r t a n t p r o b ­
lems in e a c h of t h e regions a n d h a s 
b e e n used f requen t ly t o explore t h e 
p rob lems in de ta i l . I t h a s b r o u g h t 
abou t a n o p p o r t u n i t y t o discuss w i t h 
t h e S t a t e s emerg ing p rob lems of a d ­
m i n i s t r a t i o n as soon as t h e y come t o 
l igh t ; b e t t e r p l a n n i n g i n t h e regions 



for consu l ta t ive service f rom t h e 
W a s h i n g t o n staff; m o r e effective r e ­
g iona l p l a n n i n g of reg ional o p e r a t i n g 
p r o g r a m s ; a n d easier a n d b e t t e r a n a l ­
ysis of revised S t a t e p l a n m a t e r i a l 
a n d new legis lat ion. I n add i t ion , t h e 
review process h a s a ided t h e r e s e a r c h 
c o n s u l t a n t s i n i n t e r p r e t i n g S t a t e s t a ­
t i s t i ca l m a t e r i a l , h a s m a d e useful 
b a c k g r o u n d m a t e r i a l avai lable t o r e ­
g iona l a t t o r n e y s , reg iona l aud i to r s , 
a n d S t a t e T e c h n i c a l Advisory Service 
c o n s u l t a n t s , a n d h a s kep t t h e reg iona l 
staff con t inuous ly in t o u c h w i t h all 
aspec ts of S t a t e opera t ion . 

Use of review findings by the 
States.—The B u r e a u of Publ ic As­
s i s t ance is s t rong ly of t h e op in ion 
t h a t t h e f indings of t h e a d m i n i s t r a ­
t ive review inc luded i n t h e r epo r t s 
s e n t to t h e S t a t e a d m i n i s t r a t o r s a r e 
chiefly useful in improv ing t h e a d ­
m i n i s t r a t i o n of t h e S t a t e c e n t r a l 
agency, a n d t h a t t h e resu l t s a r e 
s h o w n chiefly i n t h e supervis ion over 
t h e local un i t s . W i t h i n t h e S t a t e c e n ­
t r a l office, t h e f indings a r e useful 
p r inc ipa l ly t o t h e ope ra t i ng staff, 
r a t h e r t h a n t o t h e m e m b e r s of t h e 
S t a t e board . T h e r e p o r t s a r e no t i n ­
t e n d e d for local agency use, s ince t h e y 
a t t e m p t t o p r e s e n t over-a l l S t a t e ­
wide f indings , n o r a r e t h e i r de t a i l s 
d iscussed w i t h local a d m i n i s t r a t o r s 
d u r i n g t h e course of t h e review, b e ­
cause t h e y a r e n o t a t t h a t po in t in 
ana lyzed form. F o r t he se a n d o t h e r 
r ea sons , i t is expected t h a t t h e S t a t e 
agency ' s field staff will p r e s e n t t h e 
f indings of t h e review r e p o r t to local 
offices. T h e p r e s e n t a t i o n a n d follow-
u p h a v e n o t a lways been a d e q u a t e , 
t h o u g h ind iv idua l case re fe r ra l s h a v e 
b e e n adequa te ly p r e s e n t e d t o t h e local 
offices. T h e p re sen t sho r t coming , so 

f a r a s t h e local offices a r e concerned , 
is t h a t emphas i s is p laced on p r e v e n t ­
ing r ecu r r ences of lapses i n indiv id­
ua l cases, r a t h e r t h a n in cor rec t ing 
bas ic causes of t rouble . 

T h e B u r e a u also r e p o r t s t h a t in 
mos t S t a t e s t h e review h a s h a d a very 
definite inf luence on S t a t e policy, e s ­
pecial ly in s t i m u l a t i n g p r e p a r a t i o n of 
a d e q u a t e over-a l l i n s t ruc t ions a n d 
m a n u a l s . Severa l S t a t e s h a v e t h e m ­
selves developed a d m i n i s t r a t i v e r e ­
views p a t t e r n e d largely on t h a t of t h e 
B u r e a u . I n m a n y ins t ances , t h o u g h 
p e r h a p s n o t a s m a n y as could be 
hoped , t h e review r epo r t s h a v e 
p r o m p t e d specia l S t a t e s tudies or i n ­
quir ies . 

I n e m p l o y m e n t secur i ty a la rge m a ­
jo r i ty of t h e S t a t e a d m i n i s t r a t o r s b e ­
lieve t h a t t h e a d m i n i s t r a t i v e review 
process is valuable to t h e m in i m p r o v ­
ing opera t ions . T h e review process 
provides a de ta i led ana lys is of all 
agency ope ra t ions by a n outs ide t e c h ­
n ic ian . Th i s fresh, objective view­
po in t gives t h e a d m i n i s t r a t o r valuable 
i n f o r m a t i o n for t h e i m p r o v e m e n t of 
agency opera t ions . I n m a n y cases in 
which n o i m p r o v e m e n t is possible or 
necessary , i t a t l eas t provides t h e a d ­
m i n i s t r a t o r wi th a n a n n u a l review of 
t h e effectiveness of h is ope ra t ions 
m a d e by a person who knows o p e r a ­
t ions in a n u m b e r of S t a t e s a n d whose 
sole objective is to p resen t f indings for 
t h e S t a t e ' s use in improv ing o p e r a ­
t ions . A n u m b e r of S t a t e a d m i n i s t r a ­
tors c o m m e n t t h a t t h e m a t e r i a l p r e ­
sen ted to t h e m as a resul t of t h e a d ­
min i s t r a t i ve review h a s b r o u g h t to 
t h e i r a t t e n t i o n a r e a s of opera t ions 
which were n o t func t ion ing proper ly , 
so t h a t t e chn i ca l ass i s tance could be 
reques ted for a comple te survey of t h e 
a r ea . I n m a n y cases, th i s defect in 

opera t ions would o therwise be long 
delayed in coming to t h e a d m i n i s t r a ­
to r ' s a t t e n t i o n . 

Use of review findings by the 
Board.—Both B u r e a u s a r e convinced 
t h a t t h e g rea te s t value of t h e review t o 
t he i r own staffs h a s been i n p r o m o t i n g 
b e t t e r a n d b r o a d e r u n d e r s t a n d i n g of 
t h e p r o g r a m s of indiv idual S t a t e s . I n 
publ ic ass i s tance t h e r epor t s h a v e n o t 
yet proved as effective as h a d b e e n 
hoped in giving a n i n t e g r a t e d p ic tu re 
of a cross-sect ion of a specific p rac t i ce 
i n al l S t a t e s . T h e B u r e a u consu l ­
t a n t s h a v e found t h e r epor t s p a r t i c u ­
lar ly helpful in ob ta in ing needed 
background in fo rma t ion . Likewise, 
t h e y h a v e been ex t remely useful in 
a id ing in t h e review of laws, p l an m a ­
te r ia l , a n d a u d i t except ions . T h e r e ­
s e a r c h staff test ify also as t o t h e i r 
usefulness in a id ing i n t h e i n t e r p r e t a ­
t i on of S t a t e s ta t i s t ics a n d p l a n n i n g 
fu tu re s ta t i s t i ca l schedules . 

T h e reviews provide t h e r a w m a t e ­
r ia l for t h e progress r epo r t s which a re 
p re sen t ed periodical ly for cons ide ra ­
t ion by m e m b e r s of t h e Boa rd . T h e y 
fu rn i sh a c lear p ic tu re of ope ra t ions 
a n d resul ts a n d t h u s h a v e given t h e 
Boa rd t h e bas is for confidence in m a k ­
ing t h e required d e t e r m i n a t i o n s of t h e 
conformi ty of agency ope ra t ions to t h e 
Social Secur i ty Act. Ma te r i a l s devel ­
oped t h r o u g h t h e review process h a v e 
been used extensively in d e t e r m i n i n g 
t h e course of t h e Board ' s legislative 
proposals a n d in s u p p o r t i n g i ts r e c ­
o m m e n d a t i o n s a t legislative confer ­
ences a n d h e a r i n g s . Members a n d 
o t h e r officers of t h e B o a r d have found 
t h e r e p o r t s helpful in famil iar iz ing 
themse lves w i t h S t a t e s i tua t ions b e ­
fore m e e t i n g w i t h agency officials, 
Congressmen, a n d o the r s . 


