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UNDER T H E Social Security Ac t , the Social Security 
Board is responsible for mak ing Federal grants-
in-aid to States to enable them to furnish financial 
assistance, so far as practicable under the con
ditions in each State, to needy aged and b l ind 
individuals and to needy dependent chi ldren. 
These matching grants are made on the basis of 
a plan submitted by the State and approved by 
the Board as i n accordance w i t h the provisions 
of the act, inc luding such methods of adminis
tration as the Board finds necessary for the proper 
and efficient operation of the p lan. A p p r o v a l of 
the plan indicates t h a t the operation proposed by 
the State meets the requirements necessary to 
entitle the State program to Federal support . I t 
does not necessarily mean t h a t the plan meets a l l 
the objectives which either the State or the Board 
would l ike to see achieved, b u t i t represents a 
starting po int f rom which the State proposes 
amendments to the plan as i ts program develops. 

Following the approval of a State p lan, the 
Board has two major responsibilities. I t must 
first assure itself t h a t in administering the assist
ance programs the State continues to adhere to 
the requirements of the Federal act and to the 
substantive legal and administrat ive provisions of 
the approved p lan. I t must also provide leader
ship and assistance in order t h a t plans and ad 
ministrations may meet the highest practicable 
standards in each State. 

One of the chief areas of concern i n the early 
period of development of State programs and of 
Federal policy was to be sure t h a t funds granted 
to the States were used to match assistance pay
ments only to persons eligible under the specific 
provisions of the act. I n many States, instruc
tions and administrat ive controls had not been 
sufficiently developed to warrant confidence in 
their effectiveness. D u r i n g the period f rom 1935 
to the end of 1939, therefore, the Board's aud i t 
of the financial transactions of the State agency 
included an inspection of the e l ig ib i l i ty determina
tion in every case for which the State claimed 
Federal matching , and aud i t exceptions were 
taken to a l l payments i n which the State was 

unable to provide satisfactory proof of e l ig ib i l i ty . 
T h a t this method was effective i n safeguarding 

the use of Federal funds and i n i m p r o v i n g the docu
mentary verif ication and recording of the de
terminations of e l ig ib i l i ty is clearly evidenced b y 
the marked decrease i n aud i t exceptions dur ing the 
lat ter p a r t of the period i n wh i ch this process was 
i n effect. Th i s positive aspect, however, was 
accompanied b y problems of relationships w i t h 
the States, the issues i n which became clearer as 
the State agencies developed their own adminis
trat ions to a po int at which a complete and de
tai led inspection seemed no longer necessary. 
The uses made of the results of the aud i t were 
necessarily l i m i t e d i n large p a r t to f inancial adjust 
ments of the ind iv idua l payments to w h i c h excep
tions were taken. I t became apparent t h a t this 
method involved the danger of isolating the 
problem of e l ig ib i l i ty i n the ind iv idua l case f r om 
the more i m p o r t a n t consideration of improvement 
of policy and administrat ive practice i n general. 
Fearful of the loss of Federal matching , State 
agencies tended to look to the audi t as a concrete 
embodiment of Federal policy and a l l too fre
quent ly misconstrued the evidence f rom this 
source. The Bureau of Public Assistance, wh i ch 
was responsible to the Board for advising on and 
evaluating State plans and for encouraging the 
development of sound programs and policies i n the 
States, frequently found itself handicapped b y the 
div ided responsibil ity i n this fundamental area. 
The Bureau of Accounts and Audi t s , burdened b y 
the volume of this aspect of i ts assignment and the 
problems of evaluating case-record mater ia l wh i ch 
was outside the normal scope of audi t ing pro 
cedure, was also handicapped i n developing a 
constructive approach to the larger accounting 
and fiscal problems. 

Extensive consideration was g iven to the 
problem b y the Board and the two Bureaus i n an 
effort to establish a method of operation wh i ch 
would fu l f i l l the Board's responsibilities and a t the 
same t ime further the development of a sound 
Federal-State relationship. I n the l i g h t of the 
development and stabi l izat ion of State programs 
which had already taken place b y the end of 1939, 



the Board concluded t h a t the way to further 
strengthen the State agencies was to place m a x i 
m u m responsibil ity on them for determining el igi 
b i l i t y and to review the results of their adminis tra 
t i o n i n terms of an evaluation of the general level 
of State practice, rather than i n terms of each 
ind iv idua l judgment . 

T o carry out this policy the Board redefined the 
responsibilities of the Bureaus of Accounts and 
A u d i t s and Public Assistance w i t h respect to 
e l ig ib i l i ty determinations, effective January 1, 
1940. The area of aud i t responsibil ity was de
fined as re lat ing who l l y to fiscal matters , the audi t 
of public assistance payments to begin w i t h the 
certificate of authorizat ion of payment , w i t h no 
review of the administrat ive judgment leading to 
the determinat ion of e l ig ib i l i ty . The Bureau of 
Publ ic Assistance was made responsible for a con
t i n u i n g review of State and local administrat ive 
procedures and operations, inc luding an appro
priate review of a sample of case records, to assure 
the Board of a State's adherence to Federal 
requirements and to the substantive legal and 
adminis trat ive provisions of i ts approved p lan . 1 

As p a r t of i ts review, the Bureau of Public Assist
ance was instructed to call upon the Bureau of 
Accounts and A u d i t s for the consultative services 
of constructive accountants and, i f special c i r cum
stances should warrant , for an aud i t of ind iv idual 
e l ig ib i l i ty determinations. 

1 Board Minutes, December 22, 1940. 

O b j e c t i v e s o f t h e R e v i e w 
I n developing the necessary procedures for 

carry ing out a review of State and local adminis
t r a t i o n , the Bureau of Public Assistance had to 
devise a process which would meet the fol lowing 
requirements : 

1. I t must provide a factual basis for assuring 
the Board of State adherence to Federal require
ments and to the substantive legal and adminis
t r a t i v e provisions of the State's approved plans, 
and for assisting the State i n a t t a i n i n g the highest 
practicable standards of adminis t rat ion . 

2. I t must be maintained on a continuous basis 
i n 51 jurisdict ions and 56 separate State agencies, 
and i n 3 categories of assistance; i t must , moreover, 
be adaptable to the variations among State plans, 
inc lud ing policies, types of State adminis t rat ion , 
and the number and type of local agencies w i t h i n 
the States. 

A major concern of the Bureau was to make sure 
that i n i ts objectives and its execution this process 
would be consistent w i t h the principles of strength
ening State administrat ive responsibility and of 
evaluating results. I t was recognized from the 
outset t h a t there must be safeguards against cer
ta in difficulties which are inherent i n any process 
by which Federal representatives enter the area of 
evaluating the work of local units for whose super
vision the State agency is responsible. I t was also 
recognized that , w i t h i n the l imitat ions of the 
Federal act and their own laws, States having 
responsibility for administrat ion must be free to 
make their own decisions, even to make mistakes 
and to learn by experience. I t was evident, 
therefore, t h a t the review process must be as much 
as possible a par t of the State's own experience, if 
i t was to be effective beyond the area of minimum 
Federal requirements. 

Against this background, the fol lowing general 
principles were recommended: 

1. The administrat ive review should be an ex
tension of the existing methods of dealing with 
State agencies, and fact finding should be an 
integral part of the regular process of consultation 
and negotiation, rather than an isolated activity. 

2. The responsibility for carry ing out the review 
should be located i n the regional office, under the 
direction of the regional representative, i n order 
that i t could be related on a current basis to the 
processes of negotiation and consultation w i t h the 
States. 

3. The review should be carried on cooperatively 
w i t h the States, w i t h the utmost possible partici
pation in the actual process. The objectives 
should be to provide factual in formation which 
would be m u t u a l l y useful and to supplement 
rather than duplicate information already available 
in the State. 

4. The factual results of the review should be 
available to the States for their use in effecting im
provements of adminis trat ion , and a State's 
resources and a b i l i t y to use the review as part of 
i ts own supervisory process should be a primary 
consideration. 

5. The general scope and method of the review 
should be un i form for a l l States, b u t sufficiently 
flexible to allow v a r y i n g emphasis according to the 
ind iv idua l needs of each State. T h e p lan for each 
State should be developed j o i n t l y w i t h the State, 
and coordinated so far as possible w i t h the State's 



own supervisory process i n order to avoid in te r 
ference w i t h the State's established lines of a d 
ministrative a u t h o r i t y . Whi l e i t was recognized 
that a review of this k i n d conducted on a N a t i o n 
wide basis would y ie ld some byproducts for re 
search, emphasis on f lex ib i l i ty and adaptat ion to 
the immediate needs of i n d i v i d u a l States was 
believed more appropriate t h a n the un i f o rm 
collection of mass data. 

6. The basis for the review should be the ap
proved State p lan . The operation of the p lan 
should be evaluated so far as possible i n terms 
of criteria established b y the Board for m i n i m u m 
standards of State and local practice. When 
such criteria have no t been developed, operation 
would be evaluated on ly i n terms of i t s effective
ness in achieving the State's objectives u n t i l such 
time as the in format ion made available through 
this process makes the establishment of general 
criteria possible and appropriate. 

7. Emphasis should be focused on the effective
ness of the t o t a l administrat ive process, as i t is 
reflected i n the t reatment of i n d i v i d u a l applicants 
and recipients; review and analysis of the State's 
supervisory and administrat ive procedures, as 
well as case reading, should be included. 

8. The review of e l ig ib i l i ty determinations 
should be based on a definite understanding w i t h 
the State concerning the provisions of law and 
plan for which the State is held responsible and 
should emphasize the application of these p r o 
visions to persons whose requests for assistance 
are rejected as wel l as those to w h o m assistance 
is paid. Whi le i t was agreed t h a t errors dis
covered in ind iv idua l cases, which represented 
incorrect claims for Federal match ing of pay
ments, must be reported to the States for 
adjustment, discovery of the causes of such errors 
and attempts to correct the causes were recognized 
as of more far-reaching importance. 

Though development of an objective method of 
evaluating the t o ta l administrat ive funct ioning 
of a State agency was recognized as an u l t imate 
goal, i t was n o t expected t h a t th is a im would be 
achieved immediate ly , nor t h a t such an evalua
tion would result f r o m a single method of o b t a i n 
ing and u t i l i z i n g in format ion . Phases of such a 
review were already i n effect, carried out through 
the Bureau's field service, the services of technical 
consultants, administrat ive surveys, the review 
and analysis of State p lan material, special re 

search and regular stat ist ical report ing , and the 
services and reports of other Bureaus of the Board ; 
The objective i n developing the new a c t i v i t y was 
n o t to supplant or to duplicate these functions, 
b u t t o supplement the in format ion available and , 
u l t i m a t e l y , to develop a systematic method of 
assembling, through a l l the services available, a 
unified picture of State operation. 

Whi l e i t was necessary t o select the aspects of 
the program whi ch could be covered and those 
which would be emphasized, i t was considered 
more appropriate, a t least i n i t i a l l y , to ob ta in a 
general background knowledge of selected opera
tions t h a n to concentrate a t tent i on on part i cu lar 
phases of administrat ion w h i c h m i g h t more 
properly be the subject of special research. 

I n the l i g h t of these considerations, the a d m i n 
istrat ive review was defined, u n t i l modified on 
the basis of fur ther experience, as designed to 
accomplish the fo l lowing objectives: 

1. T o determine through review of a sample of 
case records and other appropriate documents 
re lat ing to ind iv idua l cases whether : 

a. Persons receiving publ ic assistance are 
eligible i n accordance w i t h the Federal 
requirements and the State p l a n ; 

b. Assistance grants are based on a determ
inat ion of need, inc luding consideration 
of a l l resources, and are unrestricted 
money payments ; 

c. Applicat ions are accepted or rejected 
on the basis of a n objective determinat ion 
of e l ig ib i l i ty , equitably applied to per
sons i n s imi lar circumstances; 

d. Persons whose applications for assist
ance are rejected are given an oppor
t u n i t y for a fair hearing. 

2. T o determine through review of the a d m i n 
is trat ive methods i n effect i n local units , related 
to the findings of the case review and to the State 
plan provisions, whether : 

a. The methods of t a k i n g applications, 
ver i fy ing e l ig ib i l i ty , and determining 
need are such as to produce satisfactory 
results i n the t reatment of applicants 
and recipients, and conversely w h a t 
methods result i n delay or inequitable 
t reatment ; 

b . The State agency is adequately per



f o rming i ts supervisory responsibilities 
b y issuing clear and complete instruc 
tions and interpret ing them to local units 
through i ts field service, reviewing or test-
checking the w o r k of local agencies, and 
prov id ing constructive assistance i n i m 
prov ing local administrat ive methods; 

c. Federal requirements re lat ing to the 
confidential nature of records, unre
str icted payments, and ava i lab i l i t y of 
fa i r hearings are adequately observed i n 
practice as wel l as i n the p l a n ; 

d. Other factors i n local adminis t rat ion , 
such as insufficient funds, inadequate 
personnel, or poor organization, c ontr ib 
ute to ineffective performance. 

M e t h o d a n d E x t e n t 

Because of the varied State situations, i t was 
recognized t h a t specific plans for carry ing out the 
review i n each State could best be made i n the 
regional office and i n consultation w i t h the State 
agency. Procedures and definitions had to be 
established and, as a basis for p lanning the general 
operation and for determining the staff and or
ganization needed i n each region and i n Washing
t o n , general estimates had to be prepared of the 
number of agencies and volume of case reading 
whi ch wou ld be included and the t ime required 
for each p a r t of the process. 

A l t h o u g h the review was expected to be a con
t i n u i n g process i n each State, i t was decided t h a t 
p lanning and reports i n re lat ion to each State 
should be made on an annual basis, i n order to 
provide for reevaluation a t regular intervals of the 
State s i tuat ion and of the w o r k i n g method, b u t 
w i t h the dates for this annual period v a r y i n g f rom 
State to State. 

T h e annual period related to the dates applicable 
to in format ion obtained, rather than to the dates 
of field work . I n order to have the review reflect 
the most nearly current situations, i t was decided 
t h a t for local agencies the period for which in for 
m a t i o n would be obtained should include the last 
t w o quarters preceding the field w o r k . F ie ld 
w o r k should be spaced so t h a t the activit ies of 
some local agencies would be reviewed for each 
quarter w i t h i n the annual period established. 

W i t h few exceptions, State programs operate 
through local offices, over which the State agency 

has either administrat ive or supervisory authority. 
Accordingly, to evaluate the State operation as a 
whole, i t would be necessary to take into account 
a l l factors which influence the local operation of 
the State p lan , as wel l as the evidence of variation 
i n operation of the program provided by statistical 
reports. I t was obvious t h a t a complete repre
sentation could no t be achieved each year, or in 
any one year, and t h a t i t would be necessary to 
look to the cont inuing process of the review to 
b u i l d up such a picture over a longer period. I t 
appeared feasible and desirable, however, for the 
selection i n each year to be directed toward analy
sis of one or more of the variable factors affecting 
local adminis trat ion , so t h a t the results might be 
representative of a larger number of units within 
a State than would actual ly be included in the 
review. 

Since the selection for the first year of review 
was necessarily exploratory, i t was decided to 
emphasize the factors affecting the major part of 
the case load by a t t e m p t i n g to review units in 
which 50 percent of the case load was located, if 
the case load was sufficiently concentrated to 
make this possible, and i f , conversely, this would 
no t l i m i t the review to one or two units . For 
States i n which this method was not feasible, a 
selection emphasizing geographical d is tr ibut ion as 
wel l as size was believed desirable. I t was con
sidered unwise to attempt the review of the larger 
c i t y agencies i n the first year of operation, because 
of the complexities of adminis trat ion , and agencies 
hav ing case loads of 10,000 or more woro ruled 
out for this period. 

I n f o r m a t i o n regarding the type, size, and 
number of local units for each State was assembled 
and considered i n relat ion to estimates of time 
required for reviewing units of various sizes. I t 
was estimated t h a t inclusion of local agencies 
representing 50 percent of the State case load, 
or an alternative of 10 local agencies, would 
result i n a t o t a l for a l l States of 400 local agencies. 

I n order to place the desired emphasis on the 
processes of determining i n i t i a l and continuing 
e l ig ib i l i ty , the fo l lowing basis for selecting cases 
i n local uni ts was established: 

10 percent of applications approved within 
the 2 quarters preceding the review; 

5 percent of applications rejected during 
the same period; 



2 percent of cases which had received assist
ance continuously for a year or more on 
the last day of the quarter preceding the 
review. 

I n each type of case i n each category i n which 
any of the percentages yielded less t h a n 10 cases 
for review, adjustments were made to include 10 
or all i f there were less t h a n t h a t number. A l 
though the same percentages were applied to a l l 
categories, since adjustments to the m i n i m u m 
woro necessary more frequently i n a id to depend
ent children and aid to the b l i n d the proport ion of 
cases reviewed i n those categories was greater. 
This was desirable as those programs represent a 
greater var iety of conditions and e l ig ib i l i ty require
ments. 

I n estimating the result ing t o t a l volume i t was 
necessary to antic ipate the extent to which m o d i f i 
cations would need to be made i n each region 
and State and the relationship to the estimate of 
the number of local agencies which had already 
been made. I n addi t ion , since some States 
already had in effect some fo rm of review of case 
actions or other controls which assure determina
tion of e l ig ib i l i ty i n accordance w i t h the State 
plan, a s tudy of the methods and a tost check of 
the results to establish their accuracy and the 
effectiveness of the process was believed more 
appropriate than a dupl icat ion of the State's 
work. 

To estimate the number of cases which would 
be covered i n the whole operation, the formula 
for selecting local agencies was applied State b y 
State and related to to ta l case loads and applica
tion data for each State and for the t o t a l . O n 
the basis of 1939 data and the selection of agencies 
representing 50 percent of the case load i n each 
State, the percentages would represent 5 percent 
of the t o t a l applications approved w i t h i n a year, 
2½ percent of the applications rejected, and 1 
percent of the cases receiving assistance for a 
year or more. A f te r allowances for the m a x i m u m 
or m i n i m u m i n very large or very small agencies, 
and for the smaller percentages where State con
trols were k n o w n to be adequate, i t was estimated 
that i n a f u l l year of operation some 40,000 cases 
and rejected applications would be reviewed. 

Concurrent w i t h the consideration of policies 
for scope and coverage, work ing materials were 
being developed for carry ing out the review. I t 

was evident t h a t at least two types of schedules 
would be needed, one to record in format ion on 
administrat ive practices and the other to record 
in format ion on ind iv idua l cases. 

T h e administrat ive schedules were i n outl ine 
form and covered local agency actions re lat ing to 
methods of handl ing applications, determining 
e l ig ib i l i ty , m a k i n g payments, and handl ing com
plaints and appeals, and a brief background of the 
agency organization, case-record system, and 
general circumstances affecting agency operation. 
W i t h respect to the State agency, the schedules 
provided for review of the method and extent of 
field service, field reports, case reviews conducted 
by the State agency, and the procedures for h a n 
d l ing complaints and appeals. The review of other 
aspects of State administrat ion was le f t t o the 
general responsibility of the regional represent
at ive , and reliance was placed on an existing out-
line for field report ing , rather t h a n on the develop
ment of new schedules. 

I n the schedules developed for recording the 
results of case reading, emphasis was placed on 
m i n i m u m transcr ipt ion of in format ion f r om the 
case records. Space was provided for brief 
answers to specific inquiries on the content of the 
record w i t h respect to evidence of e l ig ib i l i ty , the 
methods by which the agency's decision was 
reached, and the reviewer's judgment as to the 
adequacy of the action taken i n relation to the 
facts shown in the record and the requirements of 
the State p lan . Because of the differences i n ac
t ion to be considered, separate schedules were 
provided for the review of approved applications, 
continued cases, and rejected applications. Each 
of those schedules was applicable to a l l three 
categories. 

Since the most direct use of the in format ion 
derived f rom the review would be made i n the 
regional office, reports were l i m i t e d to those 
necessary to serve these general purposes. Except 
as the need for special in format ion m i g h t arise, 
the reports were restricted to three types: (1) 
a statement f r o m the regional representative g i v 
ing the advance p lan for each year of review i n 
each State ; (2) a quarter ly report of the progress 
of this specific aspect of field w o r k ; and (3) a n 
annual report evaluating the State s i tuat ion as 
seen through the review and such other factual 
in format ion as the regional representative con
sidered pert inent . 



T h e R e v i e w i n Operation 

F r o m its i n i t i a t i o n late i n 1940 the adminis
t ra t i ve review was introduced gradual ly t o the 
States as staff became available, and b y the end 
of 1942 had been carried on in al l States, the 
D i s t r i c t of Columbia , Alaska, and H a w a i i . 
Schedules were revised f r o m time to time as 
indicated b y cont inuing experiences i n the regions, 
and the review was somewhat modified i n re lat ion 
to i n d i v i d u a l States, b u t i n general continued ex
p lorat ion of the subjects or ig inal ly selected 
appeared profitable. 

Coverage 

B y the end of 1942 the work of 480 local agencies 
and 52,500 case records had been reviewed by the 
Bureau's regional staff. A l t h o u g h this was sub
s tant ia l ly below the or ig inal estimates of annual 
coverage, i t reflected approximately the same 
relationship as t h a t existing between the esti
mated staff t ime required and t h a t actual ly ava i l 
able i n the regions. The difficulties i n recru i t ing 
encountered i n 1940 were mul t ip l i ed i n 1941 by 
the extensive activit ies for nat ional defense 
which drew f rom the same reservoir of trained 
personnel. A f t e r the declaration of war i n D e 
cember 1941, replacements of staff became an 
increasing problem. Moreover, addit ional re
sponsibilities were placed on the regional repre
sentatives i n connection w i t h defense activit ies 
affecting f a m i l y security and, after war was 
declared, for assistance to the dependents of 
enemy aliens who were interned or otherwise 
removed f rom their usual means of l ivel ihood b y 
action of the Government, and for developing 
plans to provide assistance to civil ians i n need as 
a result of enemy action. These added respon
sibilities made i t necessary for the regional repre
sentatives to pass on to their assistants many of 
the ir usual responsibilities for other aspects of the 
work w i t h State agencies as wel l as for the review. 
I n one region the services provided i n connection 
w i t h the removal of Japanese to relocation 
centers required the temporary assignment of the 
entire regional staff and of four staff members 
transferred f rom other regions to meet the 
emergency. T o a lesser extent, other regions also 
had to suspend regular activit ies to meet war -
connected situations. 

The year 1942, therefore, which would have been 

the first year of fu l l operation of the administrative review i n al l States, was far f rom a normal 
period. E a r l y i n 1942 the methods and schedules 
i n effect were thoroughly reviewed to eliminate 
stops whi ch were prov ing undu ly time consuming 
or unprofitable and to find ways i n which the ob
jectives of the review could be maintained on a 
basis consistent w i t h existing conditions. Some 
such eliminations were made in consultation with 
regional staff members. Discussions of reduction 
i n the scope of the review, however, brought from 
most regions a strong expression of opinion that 
completeness of review i n fewer agencies would be 
more effective than greater volume w i t h less ade
quate content. N o substantial change was made, 
therefore, i n the existing plan, and the regions 
proceeded to m a i n t a i n coverage as best they could 
i n the circumstances. 

Comparisons of the number of local agencies 
reviewed dur ing the 2 years are to some extent 
misleading. N o t only do the local agencies in var
ious States cover different geographical units , but 
i n several States the review i n the second year was 
related to a different and larger local u n i t than the 
first. I n several States the u n i t reviewed i n the 
second year was an administrat ive area which in
cluded a number of counties, because a review of 
the subdivisions in the first year had evidenced 
a h igh degree of u n i f o r m i t y w i t h i n an area's 
administrations. 

State Case Reviews 
The 52,500 cases reviewed were only those read 

by the Bureau staff and do not include cases re
viewed by State staffs. I n f o r m a t i o n f rom States 
which have carried on some form of review of local 
operations and case decisions has been uti l ized to 
augment or support conclusions reached through 
the administrat ive review. The methods used are 
so varied, however, t h a t the State coverage does 
no t lend itself to comparable tabulat ion . 

M o s t State agencies are f u l l y aware of their 
responsibility for keeping informed of problems 
and progress of public welfare administration 
throughout the State and for m a k i n g payments 
from their own as well as from Federal funds to 
eligible persons only , and they have developed 
some methods for carry ing out t h a t responsibility. 
Frequent and regular visits to local agencies by a 
staff of field representatives is, of course, the almost 
universal basis for general supervision. I n some 



States the reviewing of case decisions is p a r t of 
the responsibility of the field representative; i n 
others, i t is so separate t h a t i ts constructive use 
in improving local agency w o r k is doubt fu l . 

The administrat ive review has undoubtedly 
focused the a t tent ion of State agencies on methods 
of reviewing the work of local agencies and on the 
uses which can be made of a process which com
bines evaluation of method w i t h a sampling of 
cases. A number of States have revised their 
methods i n the last year or have decentralized 
their previous State office review and adopted a 
method similar to t h a t used by the Bureau. I n 
several States the Bureau's staff has assisted i n 
developing schedules and methods for adapting 
the Bureau's administrat ive review to the agency's 
more direct supervisory purposes. 
State Participation 

Cooperative p lanning w i t h the State and its 
participation in the process of the review was 
originally recommended to ensure m a x i m u m use
fulness to the State and minimize the danger of 
interference w i t h the State's supervisory re lat ion
ship w i t h local units . I t was expected t h a t such 
participation would take different forms, accord
ing to the State's own plan of supervision and the 
amount of staff t ime available. As a m i n i m u m i t 
was expected t h a t every State would assist i n 
planning and assembling the data necessary for 
the selection of local agencies and cases for review. 
I t was also necessary to depend on the State 
agency for preparing the local agencies, explaining 
the nature of the review and its relationship to 
the State agency's work . I n these respects, State 
cooperation and part i c ipat ion has been whole
hearted and complete; a letter w r i t t e n to county 
directors by the director of one State agency 
typifies the general a t t i t u d e : 

We feel t h a t the entire department can gain m u c h from 
this review a n d we are expecting our county workers to 
discuss the administrat ion of the program freely and frankly 
with representatives of the B u r e a u of P u b l i c Ass is tance . 

I n about half the States, field representatives 
remain i n the local agency after introduc ing the 
Bureau staff member and part ic ipate to a greater 
or less degree i n the discussion of policies and in 
case scheduling. I n most States, some members 
of the State staff have taken sufficient p a r t i n the 
complete review of a local agency to feel t h a t they 
understand the process. I n only a few instances 

has i t seemed unwise to encourage part i c ipat ion 
by State staff members, usually because they 
were already called upon to perform duties far i n 
excess of their available t ime . When active par 
t i c ipat ion has been possible, the consensus is t h a t 
i t was m u t u a l l y helpful . 

M a n y State agencies have part ic ipated i n order 
to develop a review method as p a r t of their own 
work . Since this use of the experience should 
mater ia l ly affect methods of State supervision i t is 
regarded as a most product ive f o r m of par t i c ipat ion . 

Providing Information to the State 
I t was p a r t of the general p lan adopted for the 

review t h a t the annual reports, which are directed 
toward summary evaluation of the State programs, 
wou ld be made available to the State agencies. 
I t was also p a r t of the p l a n to make in format ion 
of administrat ive use to the State agency i m m e d i 
ately available a t any p o i n t i n the review process. 
I t was specifically provided t h a t ind iv idua l cases 
i n which e l ig ib i l i ty was i n question would be 
brought to the a t tent ion of the State agency for 
appropriate action. I n other respects the method 
of furnishing in format ion to the State agencies 
was le f t to the discretion of the regional represent
at ive . 

T o avoid possible misinterpretations of the 
relationship of the Federal review to the supervi 
sory responsibility of the State agency, the pol icy 
was adopted t h a t the results of the review and 
evaluation of local agency performance would n o t 
be discussed w i t h local agency staff either i n the 
course of the review itself or i n reports dealing w i t h 
the ind iv idua l agency. The responsibility for 
g i v i n g in format ion to local agencies is l e f t w h o l l y 
w i t h the State staff. I n a few instances, par 
t i cu lar ly i n larger agencies, the State has requested 
t h a t the local director be present a t a general 
discussion of the review i n his agency. Occasion
al ly States have passed the ind iv idua l agency 
reports on to the local agency. I n general, how
ever, the in format ion has been provided to the 
local agencies through discussions of the State 
field supervisor rather t h a n i n w r i t t e n f o r m . 

Annual State Reports 
The annual report evaluating the adminis trat ion 

of the assistance programs w i t h i n the State s u m 
marizes the in format ion obtained through the 
special field w o r k carried on for the review and 



relates i t to the in format ion available through 
general field relationships regarding State organ
izat ion and adminis t rat ion , through reports of 
service Bureaus, statist ical report ing , and other 
reports prepared by the State agency. The annual 
report is i n narrat ive f o rm and includes discussion 
of agency practices and evaluation of results i n 
terms of the adequacy of treatment of applicants 
and recipients. 

Generally, copies of the report are sent to the 
State w i t h a request for a conference on the general 
evaluation of the program and on part i cular 
points which i t seems desirable to discuss. A t 
the t ime the report is presented, the type of act ion 
whi ch the State m i g h t take to improve adminis tra 
t i o n or correct problems is usually discussed. 
Th is conference sometimes results i n a specific 
p lan of the agency to explore certain questions 
more f u l l y throughout the State. General recom
mendations concerning steps which the regional 
representative believes are desirable or necessary 
are usually made i n connection w i t h the annual 
report , either through discussion or i n w r i t i n g . 
F u r t h e r discussion of part i cu lar aspects of the 
program is frequently continued over a period of 
t ime . 

Fo l l owing formal presentation to the State 
director or the State Board , the reports have almost 
invar iab ly been discussed w i t h the to ta l field 
staff of the agency. T h e regional representative 
has usually been asked to part i c ipate i n such dis
cussions, b u t frequently the responsibi l ity has been 
carried entirely b y the State staff. 

I n the Washington offices of the Board as well 
as i n the regions, the reports have provided con
crete in format ion for understanding and evaluat
i n g the operation of ind iv idua l State programs. 
T h r o u g h these reports, also, a body of in format ion 
on State and local practices and operations is 
being b u i l t up which provides a, factual basis for 
the development of Board and Bureau policies. 
W h i l e this use is a secondary purpose of the review, 
i t is a significant aspect i n p lanning for future 
development of the nature and scope of the review. 

Reports on Individual Cases 

A l t h o u g h the emphasis of the review is on deter
m i n i n g the general level of practice i n the State 
rather t h a n on discovering ind iv idua l errors, the 
responsibil ity for safeguarding the use of Federal 
funds i n match ing State payments makes i t neces

sary to assure correction of any specific instances 
i n which i t is found t h a t there has been deviation 
f r om the p lan or Federal requirements. This 
obl igat ion has made i t necessary to report to and 
consider w i t h the State the situations found in 
ind iv idua l cases and to make sure t h a t financial 
adjustments are made if Federal matching has been 
improper ly claimed. 

T o emphasize the Board's interest i n the ade
quacy of publ ic assistance programs, as well as in 
the question of Federal match ing of payments, the 
referrals of ind iv idua l cases include instances of 
deviation f r om the p lan or Federal requirements, 
such as rejection of applications on the basis of 
local residence requirements or denial of the right 
to appeal. O n such cases, the State is asked to 
provide an explanation or concur i n the decision. 
Correction of the action i n the ind iv idua l case is 
not always practicable, b u t correction of policy or 
further interpretat ion to the agency staff involved 
m a y be i m p o r t a n t . I f a question of conformity 
to the Federal act is invo lved , the extent of similar 
deviations i n the State must , of course, be de
termined. 

The coses which are referred for action and 
ind iv idua l reply are l imi ted to those in which 
there is a bona fide question of deviation from 
the mandatory provisions of the State plan defin
ing e l ig ib i l i ty , inc luding those in which the record 
does not support the decision which was reached; 
those in which there is no current information to 
support the cont inuing payment of assistance; 
and those which show deviations f rom the other 
major requirements of the State p lan or the 
Federal act. 

I n order to avoid delays in correcting errors, 
questions on ind iv idua l cases are referred to the 
State as soon as possible after the review is com
pleted i n each local u n i t . T h e cases are reported 
by a special schedule which indicates the nature of 
the problem, describes the circumstances and the 
case record entries which raise a question about 
the v a l i d i t y of the action or decision, and pro
vides an o p p o r t u n i t y for the State to enter addi
t ional facts which , i n its op inion , explain the ac
t i o n , or to indicate its agreement t h a t an error 
was made. I f , after review of such replies, i t is 
decided t h a t the c la im for Federal matching was 
i n v a l i d , the State is asked to make the adjustment 
i n i ts next expenditure report , and if there is 
reason to believe other errors of the same type are 



extensive, the State is asked to extend i ts action 
to discover and adjust such cases. I n the event 
that the State disagrees w i t h the decision, or 
fails to take act ion, the procedure provides for the 
listing of appropriate exceptions i n the next aud i t 
report, f rom which the State has the same oppor
tunity to appeal as f r o m a l l other a u d i t excep
tions. I n no instance, up to the end of 1942, had 
it been necessary to make use of this procedure. 

As a result of the review of 32,186, cases and 
applications i n 47 State agencies, 9,342 ind iv idua l 
cases were referred for a t tent ion and necessary 
action. Of this t o t a l , 2,057 were referred for the 
State's in format ion o n l y ; 293 involved questions 
relating to denial of assistance or actions con 
sidered to be a t variance w i t h the State p lan or the 
Federal act, b u t not invo lv ing payment . The 
remaining 6,992 represented questions re la t ing 
to the determinations of i n i t i a l or cont inuing 
eligibility and the amount or method of payment . 

These 6,992 cases, which represented less t h a n a 
fourth of a l l cases and applications reviewed, i n 
cluded a large number selected on a special basis 
because of known problems, many which were 
referred for the purpose of c lar i fy ing a doubt fu l or 
incomplete record, and some which were referred 
for the purpose of obta ining a more exact in te r 
pretation of the State's policy. Two - th i rds of 
these cases were referred only because there had 
been no review of e l ig ib i l i ty w i t h i n 12 months and 
an affirmative statement on current e l ig ib i l i ty 
could not be made. M o s t of them involved no 
specific reason for questioning e l ig ib i l i ty , b u t the 
record contained no in format ion to support the 
fact t h a t cont inuing e l ig ib i l i ty had been estab
lished. The m a j o r i t y of State plans provide t h a t 
eligibil ity must be reviewed annual ly , and the 
referral and report on these cases provided a basis 
for evaluating the necessity for such a require
ment. Reinvestigation usually proved t h a t the 
recipient continued to be eligible, and i n a large 
number of such cases i t was found t h a t needs had 
increased and an upward revision of the grant was 
indicated. I n a few States the lack of re invest i 
gation over periods longer than a year was found 
to be so extensive as to constitute a major adminis
trative problem, and the State was asked to r e i n 
vestigate and report on the general s i tuat ion as 
well as on specific cases. 

As would be antic ipated f r om the types of 
questions included i n the referrals, further infor 

mat ion provided by the State agency resulted i n 
clearance of a large proport ion of the questions. 
Of the first 15,077 cases reviewed i n 28 States, 
1,625 cases were referred as questions of Federal 
matching and a l l b u t 114 were cleared as a result 
of further in format ion or investigation b y the 
State agency. 

Resul ts of the R e v i e w 

Since the focus of the review, as out l ined i n 
1940, was on the aspects of State and local a d m i n 
istrat ion most closely related to the direct t r ea t 
ment of applicants and recipients, special a t t e n 
t i o n was given to procedures for handl ing applica
tions, for determining e l ig ib i l i ty and amount of 
payment , and for handl ing complaints and ap
peals. Other procedures less d irect ly associated 
w i t h the action between agency and applicant or 
recipient were observed and analyzed i n part icular 
States as the need was indicated b y other factors. 
D u r i n g this period the effort was chiefly to learn 
w h a t procedures were actual ly i n operation i n 
local agencies and to ident i fy some of their effects 
as shown b y the analysis of ind iv idua l cases. 
Fur ther analysis of some processes was le f t to 
future periods, or the need was called to the 
a t tent ion of the State agency for i ts own 
exploration. 

A l though the procedures especially selected for 
review were largely those carried out i n local units 
of the State agency, the evaluation of performance 
i n these areas was frequently a direct indicat ion of 
strength or weakness i n the broader basis of State 
operation. 

M a n y of the inadequacies of performance were 
due to insufficient appropriations for assistance 
and for administrat ion , legal l imitat ions on e l ig i 
b i l i t y and on the amount of assistance which can 
be paid to individuals , and the increasing problem 
of mainta in ing an adequate staff under wart ime 
conditions. Correction of such l imi tat ions is 
largely outside the control of the State agencies 
themselves, b u t the factual analysis of their results 
has provided bo th the State agency and Federal 
staff w i t h a basis for constructive effort to b r i n g 
about changes. 

Determination of Eligibility 

I n general, the determination of e l ig ib i l i ty fac
tors other than need was i n accordance w i t h the 



approved p lan . Questions re lat ing to age, resi
dence, citizenship, blindness, or relationship of the 
grantee t o chi ldren appear to have resulted f r om 
isolated errors or deficiencies i n recording rather 
t h a n f r om any widespread deficiency i n operations. 
F u r t h e r analysis of methods used i n determining 
certain factors, such as blindness, incapacity of 
parent , and absence f r om the home, wou ld be p r o 
duct ive f r om the standpoint of the possibi l ity of 
broadening the interpretat ion , s impl i fy ing the 
procedures, and c lar i fy ing the responsibil ity for 
services to the recipients. I n respect to need the 
m a j o r problem was underpayment , rather than 
e l ig ib i l i ty . F r o m the standpoint only of deter
m i n i n g whether persons receiving assistance are 
eligible a t the t ime a grant is approved, however, 
i t wou ld appear safe to re ly i n most States on the 
standards and supervision provided. The c lar i 
fication of State plans, improvements i n State 
supervision, and the discipline imposed through 
the e l ig ib i l i ty audi t d u r i n g the format ive period 
of State programs appear to have el iminated the 
earlier problems surrounding these factors of 
e l i g ib i l i ty . The focus of emphasis on documentary 
proof and the r i g i d i t y of procedures for establish
ing these factors are, i n fact, questions of greater 
concern i n a number of States t h a n the possibil ity 
of grants to ineligible persons, because of the delays 
i n g rant ing assistance or exclusions f r o m the pro 
gram on the basis of technical points of verifica
t i o n . 

The reports on appl icat ion procedures i n 26 
States indicated t h a t 36 percent of a l l applica
tions received had required 3 months or more for 
final act ion. T h i s proport ion is heavi ly weighted 
b y 8 States i n which insufficient funds was a major 
cause of delay, b u t i n 8 of the other States which 
were n o t so handicapped the percentages were 
between 25 and 62 percent. O n l y 3 States had 
percentages of less t h a n 10, inc luding 1 State 
wh i ch had a legal requirement t h a t applications 
m u s t be acted upon w i t h i n 30 days. The time 
required for State action i n approving or review
i n g local agency decisions, difficulties i n mak ing 
home visits because of travel conditions, lack of 
sufficient staff, as wel l as difficulties and delays i n 
securing documentary verif ication were factors 
result ing i n delay. 

The extent to which maintenance of regular 
contacts between the agency and recipients as
sured cont inuing e l ig ib i l i ty and adjustment of 

assistance payments to changing needs was found 
to v a r y widely among States. N i n e of the 40 
States i n which some 10,000 cases were selected 
had determined cont inuing e l ig ib i l i ty w i t h i n a 
12-month period i n every case; one State had not 
reviewed 50 percent of i ts cases; the other States 
were between those t w o extremes. 

The extent to which cont inuing contacts were 
maintained also varied substantial ly among the 
three types of assistance. I n one program there 
m i g h t be no contact w i t h a large number of cases 
d u r i n g a year while i n the other programs, cases 
were visited several times. I n contrast to 87.6 
percent i n the other two categories, there was some 
contact w i t h i n a year i n 97.7 percent of the aid to 
dependent chi ldren cases sampled, and i n 74.5 
percent there were two or more contacts. 

I n most instances, fai lure to ma inta in at least 
annual contacts w i t h recipients was direct ly re
lated to inadequate staffing due to l i m i t e d admin
istrat ive appropriations or h igh rate of staff 
turn-over . Since, however, agencies i n apparently 
s imilar situations show marked differences in 
a b i l i t y to review cont inuing e l ig ib i l i ty , further 
analysis of the factors leading to these differences 
is indicated. 

Adequacy of Assistance Payments 

Of a l l e l ig ib i l i ty factors, need is the one most 
di f f icult to establish and the determinat ion of need 
is most di f f icult to review. A l t h o u g h the Federal 
act specifies t h a t assistance shall be given to 
"needy" aged or b l ind persons or dependent 
chi ldren, and t h a t i n determining need all re
sources available to the appl icant must be con
sidered, the responsibility for defining need rests 
w i t h the States. T h e variations i n standards 
among States and i n the methods provided by the 
State plans make i t d i f f icult to apply a uniform 
method of review or to make comparisons among 
States. 

I n reviewing determinations of need, the policies 
and standards established by the State p lan are 
necessarily the p r i m a r y basis for evaluating indi
v idual determinations and conformity of local 
agencies to the State standards. Since this is an 
area of adminis trat ion in which State agencies are 
s t i l l experimenting, special a t tent ion was given to 
the effectiveness of the methods employed by the 
State as a basis for equitable t reatment of recipi
ents i n s imilar circumstances and to the adequacy 



of the standards i n re lat ion to the needs of the 
recipients. 

Especial a t tent ion was, of course, g iven to the 
agency consideration of resources of recipients, 
and questions were referred to the State when 
there was incomplete evidence t h a t a l l available 
resources had been considered or t h a t need and 
the amount of payment had been established i n 
accordance w i t h the State p lan . M a n y of these 
questions so referred were the result of incomplete 
recording or unclear policies rather t h a n actual 
failure to consider resources or deviation f r o m 
State standards. One of the byproducts of the 
review, i t is believed, has been t o focus the a t t e n 
tion of the State agency on the improved recording 
of determinations of need. 

I n addit ion to determining whether or not , i n 
individual cases, need had been established as an 
eligibility factor and t h a t the payment d i d no t 
exceed need, efforts were made, w i t h i n the l i m i t a 
tions of recorded in format ion , to determine the 
extent to which the payment met the actual needs 
of the recipient, and i f i t d i d not , to ident i fy the 
reasons. 

Far more significant than the isolated instances 
of overpayment or failure to f u l l y consider r e 
sources was the proport ion of the cases reviewed 
in which the payment d i d not f u l l y meet the need 
determined by the agency to exist. The var ia 
tions in the level of assistance which State agencies 
attempt to provide , i n the methods b y which need 
is determined, and i n the adequacy of recording 
make i t impossible to estimate on a comparable 
basis the extent to which the agency determina
tions represented the to ta l needs of the recipients. 
From the analysis of the records of i n d i v i d u a l 
cases, however, i t is safe to say t h a t the agency 
determinations understate t o t a l need to a sub
stantial extent. E v e n w i t h i n the incomplete 
standards provided by many agencies, payments 
in a large proport ion of cases were found to be less 
than the amount the agency had determined as 
necessary. Of 14,188 cases analyzed i n annual 
reports for 39 States and the D i s t r i c t of Co lumbia , 
only 62 percent received the f u l l amount . I n 
69 percent of the old-age assistance cases, the 
payments met need as determined by the agency; 
in aid to the b l ind the percentage was 60; whereas 
in aid to dependent children only 47 percent of the 
cases received payments equal to established need. 

Chief reasons for underpayment are, of course, 

the effect of Federal and State l imi tat ions on 
m a x i m u m payments and inadequate State and 
local appropriations. T h e extent to wh i ch the 
States were able to make payments equal to need 
varied considerably. I n five States over 90 per
cent of the payments i n a l l programs equaled the 
amount w h i c h had been determined necessary, 
whereas i n nine, only 20 percent or less received 
the f u l l payment . 

The fol lowing table shows the number of States 
i n wh i ch the assistance payment m e t need as 
established b y the agency i n specified percent of 
cases. 

Percent of cases in which estab
lished need was met 

Number of States 

Percent of cases in which estab
lished need was met Al l pro

grams 
Old-age 
assist
ance 

Aid to 
depend

ent 
children 

Aid to 
the 

blind 

90-100 5 10 2 18 
80-90 7 7 4 4 
70-80 4 8 2 1 
60-70 5 2 8 1 
50-60 3 4 2 2 
40-50 2 1 4 2 
30-40 3 1 5 1 
20-30 2 8 8 8 
10-20 2 8 10 1 

0-10 7 6 0 6 

W i t h i n a number of States, also, variations 
were found i n the appl icat ion of State standards 
as wel l as i n funds available to local agencies; 
these variations are being fur ther explored. 
Several States have already made improvements i n 
defining and c lar i fy ing standards and i n their 
supervision of local agencies, which give promise 
of more equitable t reatment of recipients. 

State Eligibility Requirements 
I n addi t ion to the e l ig ib i l i ty requirements set 

f o r t h i n the Federal act, some States have special 
requirements which further l i m i t e l ig ib i l i ty . Since 
grants to the States are based on operations i n 
accordance w i t h the p lan which has been approved, 
i t has been the Board's pol icy to deny match ing 
for payments which are prohib i ted by such State 
requirements, oven though they do no t violate a 
Federal requirement. I n reviewing determina
tions of e l ig ib i l i ty , therefore, conformity to such 
State provisions has also been considered. Since 
such requirements are i n the nature of exclusions, 
however, their chief significance is i n the l i m i t a 
tions which they place on the program and the 
added complications which are introduced for 
bo th the recipient and the agency i n establishing 



e l ig ib i l i ty . I n general, such provisions d i d n o t 
appear to constitute a major problem. Few 
cases representing violations were discovered, and 
few rejections of applications were traceable 
solely to these requirements. I n several instances, 
however, the absence of in f o rmat ion i n case 
records led to a request to the State for the c la r i 
fication of instructions regarding such require
ments, and i t was possible for the State, under i ts 
law, to make an interpretat ion which relieved 
the local agencies of the necessity of ver i fy ing the 
nonexistence of negative conditions, such as 
" n o t an hab i tua l c r imina l or d r u n k a r d , " except 
where there was positive evidence of such a con
d i t i o n . I n one State the p lan denied old-age 
assistance to persons who were " i n need of i n s t i t u 
t i ona l care," and a few cases were found i n which 
local agencies had made payments to persons 
who wou ld have been excluded by this provision, 
whereas other agencies had denied assistance on 
this basis a l though the appl icant had suitable 
l i v i n g arrangements outside an i n s t i t u t i o n . These 
discrepancies i n pol icy were brought to the State's 
a t t e n t i o n , w i t h the result t h a t the State submitted 
new p lan mater ia l broadening i ts def init ion to 
permi t payments to persons who required physical 
care, if they were n o t i n a public i n s t i t u t i o n . 

W i t h respect to agency operation, the review 
revealed few departures f r o m major provisions of 
the State's approved p lan , b u t the observation of 
practices frequently threw new l i g h t on the mean
i n g of the w r i t t e n provisions or revealed t h a t the 
p l a n itself was n o t sufficiently complete to ensure 
u n i f o r m understanding and operation b y local 
agencies. 

A theme r u n n i n g through al l the reports is the 
need for the State to ampl i fy and c lar i fy i t s instruc 
tions to i t s staff and to strengthen i ts supervision 
of local agencies. A l m o s t w i t h o u t exception, 
inadequacies i n local performance or variat ions i n 
the practices found i n local agencies were direct ly 
due to fai lure of the State agency to provide 
adequate guidance and leadership. Since this 
lack was equally apparent to the State agencies 
when the t o t a l p ic ture was presented, the result 
most frequently and direct ly traceable t o the 
review has been increased a c t i v i t y i n the develop
m e n t of State manuals and other adminis t rat ive 
mater ia l . Some States wh i ch had hesitated to 
provide definite instruct ions, because they doubted 
the ir a u t h o r i t y or the wisdom of imposing State 

requirements on local units of government, were 
able to see t h a t the lack of clearly stated standards 
and policies was impeding the development of 
local agencies, as wel l as result ing i n inequities to 
applicants and recipients. Conversely, some 
States w i t h elaborate and detailed instructions 
began s impl i fy ing procedural requirements which 
were a burden to local agencies and clarifying 
definitions and policy. 

A l t h o u g h m a n y of the problems revealed 
through the review were already known to regional 
representatives i n general terms, the review gave 
them specific in format ion on the extent and rela
t i ve importance of the problems and a factual 
basis for w o r k i n g w i t h the States toward correc
t i o n . A f te r discussing the annual report w i t h a 
State Board the regional representative reported, 
" T h i s meeting provided the first real opportunity 
for members of the State Board and the regional 
representatives to discuss on a constructive basis 
our m u t u a l problems." The same representative 
reported a t the end of a year, " I t is our opinion 
t h a t the agency's program has made more real 
progress i n the last year than in the entire previous 
period i t had been in effect. We can safely say 
t h a t the s t imulat ion given State and county repre
sentatives through the entire review process has 
been responsible to a considerable degree for this 
progress." 

For a number of States two annual periods of 
review had been completed by the end of 1942. 
I n the second period the review followed, in 
general, the same plan as i n the i n i t i a l review but 
was directed toward obta in ing a more representa
t ive picture of operations w i t h i n the State. The 
reports for the second period, however, indicated 
improvement i n certain phases of administration 
which had been described i n the first report . 

Modi f icat ions and changes in method and sub
ject m a t t e r are to be expected i n the further devel
opment of the review process, i f i t is to continue 
to be a useful tool i n a growing program. In 
m a n y aspects of State and local administration, 
the development of more nearly adequate criteria 
is necessary. Such a development, however, must 
take account of the widely v a r y i n g conditions 
of law, organization, and geographic and social 
sett ing under which State publ ic assistance 
agencies operate, and must necessarily follow 
general acceptance b y the agencies themselves of 
the soundness of the standards to be applied. 


