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S T A T E A N D L O C A L L E G I S L A T O R S have recently 
been displaying unusual interest i n the adminis­
trative costs of public-assistance and relief pro ­
grams. The i r concern w i t h channeling the largest 
possible share of the relief dollar into the hands of 
the needy has led them to scrutinize closely ad ­
ministrative costs and, i n m a n y instances, to l i m i t 
such costs by law to a fixed percentage of t o ta l 
assistance payments or to ta l costs. Admin i s ­
trators of public-assistance agencies have been 
requested to supply comparisons of their own 
costs w i t h those of agencies in other States. Con­
sidering the lack of comparable data i n this area, 
it is not di f f icult to understand why most of the 
comparisons have been of questionable v a l i d i t y . 

To meet the need for comparable data, the 
Division of Public Assistance Research of the 
Social Security Board undertook to collect data 
on so-called adminis trat ive costs for the fiscal 
year 1938-39. The States cooporating i n this 
experimental project were requested to report 
their expenses i n accordance w i t h a un i f o rm ex­
pense classification, which was developed w i t h the 
advice of the J o i n t Committee on Relief Statistics 
of the American Public Welfare Association and 
American Statist ical Association. The results of 
this project are summarized here to determine 
how effective the report ing system has been i n 
producing reasonably comparable data. Progress 
toward this objective is measured by the extent to 
which the report ing system has been successful 
in el iminating or m i n i m i z i n g the influence of var ia ­
ble factors which have v i t i a ted earlier comparisons. 

Different Definitions of Public-Assistance 
Program 

The most serious di f f iculty encountered i n com­
paring the costs of administering public assistance 
and relief in the several States arises f rom the fact 
that public-assistance agencies also administer a 

wide var iety of related programs. Table 2 shows 
the various related programs administered b y the 
28 State agencies submi t t ing reports for 1938-39. 1 

M o s t of the agencies certi fy persons to the W o r k 
Projects Admin i s t ra t i on , C i v i l i a n Conservation 
Corps, and F a r m Security A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ; dis­
t r ibute surplus commodities; and furnish c h i l d -
welfare services and foster care. Several agencies 
incur expenses for sponsor's contributions to W P A 
projects, for materials and supplies on State and 
local work-rel ief projects, for transient and i n s t i ­
tu t i ona l relief programs, for services to crippled 
children and the b l i n d , and for other miscellaneous 
activities. 

A l t h o u g h expenditures for these supplemental 
activities cannot properly be charged to the assist­
ance programs, many public-assistance agencies 
include such expenses i n the cost of administering 
public assistance and relief. The administrat ive 
expenses of these agencies obviously cannot be 
compared w i t h the expenses of other agencies 
which are not responsible for these addit ional 
functions or which exclude their cost f rom adminis­
t ra t ive expenses of the assistance programs. 

B y segregating expenses of the various related 
programs, 2 the report ing system of the Div i s i on 
of Public Assistance Research has yielded data 
on the costs of administering public assistance 
which are far more comparable than any data pre­
viously available. The data reported for the fiscal 
year 1938-39 reveal t h a t , i n a number of States, 
expenses for related programs constitute a sig­
nif icant par t of the t o ta l expenditures of the publ ic -

1 I n this and other tables, State agencies part ic ipat ing in the report ing 
project have been designated b y letters. 

2 The report ing system of the D iv i s i on of Publ ic Assistance Research ex­
cludes the fol lowing activities and programs from costs of administering the 
assistance programs: (1) certifications: (a) t o the U . S, W o r k Projects A d ­
min i s t ra t i on , (b) to the F a r m Security A d m i n i s t r a t i o n , (c) to the C i v i l i a n 
Conservation Corps, (d) for surplus commodities; (2) transient relief pro­
grams; (3) ins t i tu t i ona l relief programs; (4) the operation of commissaries; 
(5) the d i s t r ibut i on of surplus commodities; (6) costs of local work-relief 
projects (excluding wages and earnings of relief workers) ; (7) contr ibutions 
from relief funds to Federal Works Program; (8) child-welfare services; and 
(9) other welfare programs, such as foster care, crippled children's services, 
and rehabi l i tat ion of the b l i n d . 



assistance agency.3 Table 1 shows t h a t expenses 
for related programs accounted for more t h a n a 
t h i r d of the t o t a l expenses of State agency B B 
and for 10 to 15 percent of the t o t a l expenses of 
State agencies E , J , L , R , T , U , Y , and Z. A l l b u t 
three of these agencies spent more for administer­
i n g these related activit ies than for administer ing 
the public-assistance programs. 

3 A small number of public-assistance agencies can segregate expenses for 
related programs f rom those of the public-assistance program, since different 
un i t s of the agency administer each group. However, in most agencies 
expenses are incurred j o i n t l y for all programs. 

T a b l e 1 . — T o t a l expenses of State and local public-assistance agencies classified by program and purpose, by agency, 
fiscal year 1938-39 1 

[Corrected to Dec. 1, 1939] 

Agency 
T o t a l 

expenses 
of agency 2 

Expenses for public-assistance program 

Expenses for other 
programs 5 

Agency 
T o t a l 

expenses 
of agency 2 

Assistance payments 3 Other expenses (administrat ion) 4 
Expenses for other 

programs 5 

Agency 
T o t a l 

expenses 
of agency 2 

A m o u n t Percent 
T o t a l 

Old-age 
assistance 

A i d to 
dependent 

chi ldren 
A i d to 

the 
b l i n d 

General 
relief A m o u n t Percent 

Agency 
T o t a l 

expenses 
of agency 2 

A m o u n t Percent 
A m o u n t Percent 

Old-age 
assistance 

A i d to 
dependent 

chi ldren 
A i d to 

the 
b l i n d 

General 
relief A m o u n t Percent 

A 6 $160,648,061 $136,530,213 85.0 7 $19,574,129 12.2 $2,513,993 $1,031,990 $118,903 7 $15,909,243 $4,513,719 2.8 B 134,453,845 120,280,141 89.4 7 12,195,901 9.1 2,609,497 1,080,496 372,568 7 8,124,340 1,977,803 1.5 
C 20,743,245 28,341,634 95.3 1,401,611 4.7 1,401,611 
D 24,861,522 23,252,049 93.5 8 1,331,032 5.4 ( 9 ) (9) (9) 278,441 1.1 E 20,093,125 16,683,426 83.0 1,336,298 6.7 817,867 443,471 74,960 2,073,401 10.8 
F 19,929,395 18,987,352 95.3 942,043 4.7 942,043 
G 19,416,658 17,897,946 92.2 1,033,733 5.3 640,457 119,416 12,212 261,648 484,979 2.5 H 17,649,806 16,557,441 93.8 873,440 5.0 663,708 186,586 23,146 218,925 1.2 
I 17,192,788 16,364,018 95.2 828,770 4.8 569,418 230,888 28,464 
J 13,210,216 10,553,485 79.9 10 1,336,346 10.1 10 401,434 193,811 43,634 697,467 1,320,385 10.0 
K 10,295,823 9,347,626 90.8 7 862,873 8.4 310,028 349,735 21,520 7 181,590 85,324 .8 
L 10,161,479 7,420,525 73.0 7 1,696,748 16.7 299,367 169,935 22,401 7 1,205,045 1,044,206 10.3 
M 7,453,719 6,075,422 81.5 638,105 8.6 536,901 101,204 740,192 9.9 
N 7,249,105 1 1 6,346,917 87.6 11 616,557 8.5 449,085 11 128,182 39,290 285,631 3.9 
O 7,097,485 6,419,634 90.4 12677,851 9.6 13 677,851 
P 6,793,618 5,950,167 87.6 7 755,126 11.1 (9) (9) (9) 88,325 1.3 
Q 6,455,318 5,224,144 80.9 810,796 12.6 514,489 151,365 30,415 114,527 420,378 6.5 
R 6,066,113 5,089,385 83.9 331,218 5.5 145,467 50,057 8,619 127,075 645,510 10.8 
S 5,119,494 4,886,666 95.5 232,828 4.5 228,355 4,473 
T 4,681,849 3,593,150 76.7 420,729 9.0 125,437 90,903 4,735 199,654 667,970 14.8 

U 4,449,725 3,592,457 80.8 263,713 5.9 99,307 73,753 6,462 84,191 593,555 13.8 
V 4,355,896 3,892,240 89.3 338,132 7.8 338,132 125,524 2.9 
W 3,900,773 3,502,919 89.8 254,624 6.5 130,307 67,938 5,690 50,689 143,230 3.7 
X 3,839,918 3,252,444 84.7 392,411 10.2 245,742 93,895 13,246 39,528 195,063 5.1 
Y 1,914,813 1,549,857 80.9 135,013 7.1 46,321 17,586 5,266 65,840 229,943 12.0 

Z 1,665,842 1,388,558 83.3 97,620 5.9 83,046 8,395 3,551 2,628 179,664 10.8 
A A 704,176 669,226 95.0 34,950 5.0 34,950 
B B 272,142 162,373 59.7 9,558 3.5 9,558 100,211 36.8 

1 Expenses represent net disbursements, except where otherwise indicated 
(see table 4). 

2 Include all programs, services, and functions administered by State 
public-assistance agency w h i c h are provided for i n the budget or appropria­
tions for such agency, and al l programs administered by local agencies under 
supervision of the State agency. B y public-assistance agency is meant the 
department or bureau responsible for admin is t rat i on or supervision of a 
public-assistance program: i t m a y be an independent department or a d iv is ion 
of a larger department of publ i c welfare or social security. I f the publ i c -
assistance agency also administers other programs for w h i c h it incurs expenses 
j o i n t l y w i t h the public-assistance program, to ta l expenses of the agency in­
clude addi t ional programs. 

3 Inc lude expenditures for payments d i rec t ly to or on behalf of needy re­
cipients for the immediate purpose of s u p p l y i n g such recipients w i t h com­
modit ies (food, c lo th ing , coal, medical supplies, etc.) and services (rent, 
e l ec t r i c i ty , gas, medical care, e t c ) . Inc lude direct money payments by 
check or cash d i rec t ly to recipient ( in the case of a id to dependent c h i l d r e n , 
to the mother , father, etc.) a n d indirect and k i n d payments furnished to 
recipients, no t i n the form of cash or check, b u t in the form of groceries, 
c lo th ing , f u e l , medical services, etc. These commodities or services may 
be d i rec t ly suppl ied f rom p u b l i c l y operated commissaries or b y issuance of 

orders upon private merchants and vendors, to private physicians, etc. 
Assistance payments also include payments to or on behalf of recipients for 
medical care (services and supplies) , hospitalization, and burials. 

4 Include a l l expenses invo lved in determinat ion of original and continuing 
e l i g i b i l i t y of applicants to receive assistance and in render ing financial assist­
ance to recipients and social service inc ident to such financial assistance. 

5 Inc luded here are expenses for programs and activit ies of the agency which 
are not an expense of a n y public-assistance program. See table 2 for a com­
plete l ist of programs and activit ies included. 

6 Expenses l i m i t e d to 9-month period, Oct. 1, 1938-June 30, 1939. 
7 Includes expenses for certification to Works Progress Administration, 

C i v i l i a n Conservation Corps, and Federal Surplus Commodities Cor­
porat ion. 

8 Includes expenses for certif ication to C C C and F S C C . 
9 D i s t r i b u t i o n by program not ava i lab le 
10 Does no t include $8,338 unexpended balance of Federal grants for ad­

min i s t ra t i on of old-age assistance. 
11 F i rs t payments under approved plan for a id to dependent children 

made for September 1938. 
12 Includes expenses for certification to CCC. 
13 Includes only State office expense; no assistance payments reported. 

Different Combinations of Assistance Programs 
Another d i f f i cul ty i n comparing administrative 

expenses is presented by the different combina­
tions of assistance programs administered by the 
various public-assistance agencies. The combi­
nations of programs administered by the 28 agen­
cies report ing data on administrat ive expenses are 
shown i n table 4. One-half of these agencies 
administer the three special types of public assist­
ance under the Social Security A c t and general 
relief ; five administer only the three special types 



of public assistance; and the remaining agencies 
operate other combinations of programs or a 
single program. 

Unless comparisons of administrat ive costs are 
to be restricted to agencies administering the same 
combination of programs, the costs of the i n d i ­
vidual component programs must be determined. 
Available evidence indicates conclusively t h a t 
administrative costs differ markedly among the 
individual programs. Under these circumstances, 
comparisons of the t o ta l adminis trat ive expenses of 
agencies operating different combinations of pro ­
grams are of questionable value. T o enable more 
accurate comparisons to be made, the report ing 
system of the Div i s i on of Public Assistance Re ­
search provides for the determinat ion of adminis­
trative costs for i n d i v i d u a l programs. D a t a for 
1938-39 are presented i n table 1. 

Different Methods of Determining Costs 
Most agencies can ident i fy their assistance costs 

by programs w i t h comparative ease b u t r u n in to 
difficulty when they attempt to do this for their 
administrative costs. Expenditures for such items 
as salaries of visitors and other employees, t rave l , 
material, supplies, and equipment are usually i n ­
curred j o i n t l y for a l l programs administered b y 
the agency, inc luding both public-assistance and 
other welfare programs. The problem of p rora t ­
ing these j o i n t expenses on a reliable basis is the 
most serious obstacle i n the way of obta in ing 
accurate comparative data on administrat ive costs. 

The expenses of operating each of the various 
assistance and related programs administered by 
a public-assistance agency can be determined only 
by the application of sound cost-accounting p r i n ­
ciples. The procedure generally accepted for this 
purpose is t h a t of charging to each program al l 
expenses direct ly identifiable w i t h i t and of dis ­
tributing the remaining j o i n t expenses by the use 
of apportionment factors which reflect most accu­
rately the share of these expenses fa ir ly or properly 
chargeable to each program. 

The Divis ion of Public Assistance Research has 
devoted considerable s tudy to the problem of se­
lecting apport ionment factors which are most 
accurate for d i s t r ibut ing j o i n t expenses. N o 
single method can be recommended, b u t a l l 
methods should be consistent w i t h certain p r i n c i ­
ples. The Social Security Board has enunciated 
these principles i n sett ing f o r t h the basis to be 

used b y the States i n submi t t ing their claims for 
Federal funds for administering aid to dependent 
c h i l d r e n : 4 

1. C h a r g e t o a specific p r o g r a m a l l i d e n t i f i a b l e e x p e n d i ­
t u r e s i n c u r r e d d i r e c t l y f o r the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n o f t h e 
p r o g r a m . 

2. D i s t r i b u t e e x p e n d i t u r e s m a d e j o i n t l y f o r t w o o r m o r e 
p r o g r a m s o n t h e basis o f r e l a t i v e v o l u m e of w o r k a c t u a l l y 
p e r f o r m e d o n each p r o g r a m , such v o l u m e o f w o r k t o be 
d e t e r m i n e d a c c o r d i n g t o t h e m e t h o d set f o r t h i n t h e S t a t e 
p l a n as a p p r o v e d b y t h e B o a r d . T h e m e t h o d s h o u l d be 
based u p o n t h e m e a s u r e m e n t o f t h e p r o p o r t i o n o f t h e 
t o t a l w o r k i n g t i m e o f employees s p e n t o n t h e a i d t o d e ­
p e n d e n t c h i l d r e n p r o g r a m as e v i d e n c e d b y t i m e records 
m a i n t a i n e d o v e r a reasonable p e r i o d o r records o f w o r k 
p e r f o r m e d ( i . e., w o r k l o a d ) o n each p r o g r a m w h e n p r o p ­
e r l y w e i g h t e d f o r t i m e f a c t o r s . O t h e r f a c t o r s s u c h as case 
l o a d , person l o a d , o r e x p e n d i t u r e s f o r assistance p a y m e n t s 
m a y be i n c l u d e d as measures o f t h e w o r k l o a d o n each 
p r o g r a m o n l y w h e r e t h e S t a t e can f u r n i s h d a t a w h i c h s h o w 
t h a t these f a c t o r s c o n s i s t e n t l y re f l ec t f r o m p e r i o d t o p e r i o d 
the a c t u a l t i m e s p e n t or t h e w o r k p e r f o r m e d o n each 
p r o g r a m . 

4 Policy enunciated by the Social Security Board on A p r . 21, 1939. 

The importance of using a method of apport ion­
ing j o i n t expenses which embodies the principle 
of "measurement of work per formed" is indicated 
clearly by an analysis of the results obtained when 
factors inconsistent w i t h this principle are used. 
Case loads and assistance costs are frequently 
used to d istr ibute administrat ive expense b y 
programs, despite the fact t h a t they are unreliable 
apport ionment factors. T h e data presented i n 
table 3 show t h a t i n a number of agencies the 
distr ibut ions of t o t a l case load and t o t a l expendi­
tures for assistance among the several programs 
differ markedly f r om the d i s t r ibut i on of t o t a l 
work ing t ime. I n agency U , for example, 97 per­
cent of the to ta l case load and the same propor­
t i on of t o ta l expenditures for assistance were re ­
lated to public-assistance programs, b u t only 71 
percent of the t ime of the agency was devoted to 
those programs. A l though the case load and 
expenditures for the old-age assistance program 
comprised more than one-half the t o t a l case load 
and t o t a l expenditures, only one-fourth the t ime 
of the agency was spent on this program. I n 
some of the agencies for which this comparison is 
made, the differences are oven greater. 

Case loads are unsuitable as an apport ionment 
factor because they reflect potent ia l rather t h a n 
actual effort expended. The i r use for this purpose 
is based on two erroneous assumptions: t h a t the 



same amount of effort w i l l be required or w i l l be 
devoted to the investigation and care of cases 
under each p r o g r a m ; and t h a t the same rate of 
case-load turn-over exists for each program. 
Furthermore , since case loads usually include only 
the numbers actual ly receiving assistance, they do 
n o t reflect w o r k involved i n disposing of applica­

tions. This omission can be remedied by com­
bin ing applications disposed of w i t h case loads 
i n a single apport ionment factor ; however, 
differences i n the relative amount of time required 
to investigate an application and to maintain a 
case under care must be taken into account by 
weighting. Another i m p o r t a n t objection to the 

T a b l e 2 . — P r o g r a m s other than public assistance for w h i c h expenses were incurred by State and local public-
assistance agencies, by agency, fiscal year 1938-39 
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Foster care 

Crippled-children services 

Blind Services 
Other miscellaneous activities 

A 3 X 3 X 3 X X X X X X Miscellaneous activit ies not specified. 
B 3 X 3 X 3 X X X 
C 
D 3 X 3 X X X X X Supervision of juvenile probation. 

E X X X X Special children's programs: medical care for sick chil­
dren , bur ia l of dependent chi ldren, medical treat­
ment , placement, and court commitment . Super­
vision of State mental inst i tut ions ; supervision of 
State correctional inst i tut ions ; inspection and inves­
t igat ion of county and State inst i tut ions . 

F 

G X X X X X Tuberculosis hospitals; purchase of materials for 
blankets and mattresses manufactured in prisons 
for families on relief. 

H X X X X 

I Some county welfare departments are also responsible 
for child-welfare services and certification for Federal 
Works Program. 

J X X X X X X X X X X Services to veterans, correlated employment service, 
speech clinic, clinic for deaf, health clinics. K 3 X 3 X 3 X 3 X X X X 

L 3 X 3 X 3 X X X X X I n f i r m a r y , a d u l t physical rehabi l i tat ion , children's 
camps, State ward service, aid to W o r l d War chil­
dren , c ommodi ty salvage, c ommodi ty seed distribu­
t i o n , tuberculosis san i tar ium. 

M X X X X 
N X X X X X X X X 
O 4 x 
P 5 X 5 X 5 X X X X 
Q X X X X X X X A d u l t services. 

R X X X X X X X X X X X Charities and reform admin i s t ra t i on . 
S 

T X X X X X X X X X X X X Transportat ion not chargeable to cases or administra­
t i o n , social-work t ra in ing , medical committees, legis­
lat ive expense. 

U X X X X X X X X X X X X County medical reimbursements. 
V X 
W X X X X X X X X X Hospita l care, expense of Commissioner and State 

Board. 
X X X X X X Hospital ization investigation, miscellaneous services 

not specified. 
Y X X X X X X X X X X Sewing rooms, purchase of materials for blankets and 

mattresses manufactured i n prisons for families on 
relief, c ontr ibut ion to Board of Hea l th , nursery 
school, operation of commissary, contract nurses and 
doctors, group and ins t i tut iona l drugs. 

Z X X X Education of deaf, education of blind, aid to persons 
with tuberculosis, veterans' services, special studies. A A 

B B X 

1 W P A , Works Progress A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ; F S A . F a r m Security A d m i n i s ­
t r a t i o n ; C C C , C i v i l i a n Conservation Corps; F S C C , Federal Surplus C o m ­
modities Corporat ion. 

2 Excludes payments to persons on relief. 

3 Inc luded as an expense of administer ing general relief. 
4 Included as an expense of administer ing old-age assistance. 
5 Inc luded as an expense of administer ing public-assistance program. 



case-load apport ionment factor is t h a t no case 
loads exist for many act ivit ies , such as W P A 
and CCC certifications, and work done on these 
programs is thus omi t ted f rom consideration. 
This situation explains w h y , as is shown i n table 3, 
the percentages of t o ta l case load are low or non­
existent for programs other t h a n publ ic assistance 
despite the large proport ion of the to ta l work ing 
time of the agency devoted to them. Agency R, 
which is an extreme example, spent almost 54 
percent of i ts w o r k i n g t ime on these other pro ­
grams, none of which is reflected i n case loads or 
assistance payments. 

Similar and even stronger objections may be 
directed against the use of assistance payments as 
an apportionment factor. A higher level of i n d i ­
vidual payments on one program than on another 
will automatical ly result in a larger apport ion­
ment of j o i n t expense, although the same effort 

may be required to make a low m o n t h l y payment, 
as a h igh one. 

E f f o r t expended appears to be the only sound 
basis for d i s t r ibut ing j o i n t expenses. I t can be 
measured i n one of two ways: (1) i n terms of the 
relative volume of time actual ly spent on each 
program, or (2) i n terms of the relative volume 
of work units actually performed on each program. 
I f " t i m e spent" is used, some type of t ime-record­
ing system is necessary. Therefore, procedures 
and forms for t ime recording have been developed 
and are designated "gross" t ime studies, since 
they are designed to determine the proport ion of 
t o ta l or over-all t ime spent on each program. 
Inasmuch as the emphasis on different programs 
is l ike ly to v a r y f rom period to period, gross t ime 
recording does no t lend itself to sampling b u t must 
be maintained on a cont inuing basis. 

The possibil ity of using work units performed 

Table 3 . — P e r c e n t a g e s of total man-hours, case load, and assistance expenditures for each program, by agency 

Agency Period Appor t i onment factors 1 

Percentages for each program yielded by specified apportionment factors 

Agency Period Appor t i onment factors 1 

A l l pro­
grams 

Public-assistance programs 

A l l other 
programs 

Agency Period Appor t i onment factors 1 

A l l pro­
grams A l l assist­

ance pro­
grams 

Old-age 
assist­
ance 

A i d to 
depend­

ent 
chi ldren 

A i d to 
the b l i n d 

General 
relief 

A l l other 
programs 

L J u l y 1-December 31, 1938 Man-hours 100.0 71.1 11.0 5.7 0.8 53.6 28.9 L J u l y 1-December 31, 1938 
Case load 100.0 100.0 11.6 3.7 .5 84.2 

L J u l y 1-December 31, 1938 

Assistance expenditures 100.0 100.0 42.7 21.3 2.2 33.8 

N J u l y 1-December 31, 1938 
Man hours 

100.0 63.3 50.6 7.9 4.8 36.7 N J u l y 1-December 31, 1938 
Case load 100.0 100.0 72.1 3.2 4.5 20.2 

N J u l y 1-December 31, 1938 

Assistance expenditures 100.0 100.0 80.2 3.8 5.2 10.8 

Q J u l y 1-December 31, 1938 Man-hours 100.0 61.0 38.7 11.2 2.3 8.8 39.0 Q J u l y 1-December 31, 1938 
Case load 100.0 100.0 73.2 9.4 2.5 14.9 

Q J u l y 1-December 31, 1938 
Assistance expenditures 100.0 100.0 66.9 20.6 2.8 9.7 

R January 1939 Man-hours 100.0 40.1 20.5 6.8 1.4 17.4 53.9 R January 1939 
Case load 100.0 100.0 61.2 10.1 .4 28.3 

R January 1939 

Assistance expenditures 100.0 100.0 63.5 14.5 .4 21.6 

S October 31-November 29, 1938 Man-hours 100.0 100.0 96.1 3.9 S October 31-November 29, 1938 
Case load 100.0 100.0 99.3 .7 

S October 31-November 29, 1938 

Assistance expenditures 100.0 100.0 99.3 .7 

U January 1939 Man-hours 100.0 71.2 24.6 19.4 1.7 25.5 28.8 U January 1939 
Case load 100.0 97.0 53.3 16.8 2.4 24.5 3.0 

U January 1939 

Assistance expenditures 100.0 97.0 57.9 21.3 2.4 15.4 3.0 

X J u l y 1-December 31, 1938 Man-hours 100.0 68.5 44.0 15.2 2.2 7.1 31.5 X J u l y 1-December 31, 1938 
Case load 100 0 100.0 74.5 12.8 2.8 9.9 

X J u l y 1-December 31, 1938 

Assistance expenditures 100.0 100.0 63.0 21.1 8.1 12.8 

Z November 1938 Man-hours 100.0 57.7 49.7 4.8 1.9 1.3 42.3 Z November 1938 
Case load 100 0 66.9 57.5 5.0 4.4 33.1 

Z November 1938 

Assistance expenditures 100.0 100.0 82.5 11.6 5.9 

CC October 1938 Man-hours 100.0 36.8 36.8 63.2 CC October 1938 
Case load 100 0 54.2 54.2 45.8 

CC October 1938 

Assistance expenditures 100.0 71.1 71.1 28.9 

DD August 1938 Man-hours 100.0 64.2 25.5 13.9 .6 24.2 35.8 DD August 1938 
Case load 100.0 100.0 64.1 13.7 1.0 21.2 

DD August 1938 

Assistance expenditures 100.0 100.0 67.5 17.4 1.1 14.0 
EE October 1938 Man-hours 100.0 62.1 29.1 8.1 1.4 23.5 37.9 EE October 1938 

Case load 100.0 100.0 61.5 9.7 1.7 27.1 
EE October 1938 

Assistance expenditures 100.0 100.0 65.6 13.4 2.6 18.4 

1 Data on case loads and assistance expenditures from m o n t h l y statistical 
reports submitted to the Social Security Board; data on man-hours from s u m ­

maries of time studies prepared b y State agencies or from semiannual statis­
t ical reports of expenses submit ted to the Social Security Board. 



rather t h a n t ime as a measure of effort expended 
was also explored, i n the belief t h a t work units 
could be measured continuously more readi ly and 
accurately t h a n t ime . W o r k uni ts i n terms of 
which a c t i v i t y could be measured had to be de­
veloped for this purpose. T h e D iv i s i on of Public 
Assistance Research defined a series of basic 
work units for measuring a c t i v i t y and has devel­
oped a system for recording and report ing such 
units . 5 W o r k units , such as home visits and 
in take interviews, wh i ch measure the basic oper­
ations of " p r o d u c t i v e " workers ( i . e., v is i tors ) , 
were selected on the assumption t h a t these work 
uni ts would serve as a sensitive index to the t o t a l 
volume of w o r k of the agency. 

5 Termino logy and instructions adapted from H u r l i n , R a l p h G., Statistics 
of Family Case Work Operations, N e w Y o r k , October 1939. 

T a b l e 4 . — V a r i a b l e factors affecting comparability of 
expenses other than assistance payments ( a d m i n i s ­
tration) reported in table 1 

Agency 

Combina­
t i on of 
publ ic -

assistance 
programs 
adminis ­
tered b y 
agency 1 

Report ing 
basis 2 

Methods of prorat ing major port ion 
of j o int expenses 

Agency 

Combina­
t i on of 
publ ic -

assistance 
programs 
adminis ­
tered b y 
agency 1 

N e t 
dis­

burse­
ments 

O b l i ­
gations 

in­
curred 

N o pro­
r a t i n g — 

direct 
charges 

T i m e recording 
Case 
load 

Agency 

Combina­
t i on of 
publ ic -

assistance 
programs 
adminis ­
tered b y 
agency 1 

N e t 
dis­

burse­
ments 

O b l i ­
gations 

in­
curred 

N o pro­
r a t i n g — 

direct 
charges Con­

tinuous 
L i m i t e d 
period 

Case 
load 

A A B C G X X 
B A B C G X 3 X 
C A X X 
D A C G X ( 4 ) (4) 

E A B C X X 

F A X X 
G A B C G X 5 X 
H A B C x 6 X 
I A B C X 5 X 
J A B C G X 7 X 

K A B C G X 5 X 
L A B C G X X 
M B C X (4) (4) 

N A B C X X 
O A X X 
P A B C X X 
Q A B C G X X 

R A B C G X X 
S A B X 7 X 
T A B C G X X 
U A B C G X 8 X 
V C X 9 X 
W A B C G X X 
X A B C G X X 
Y A B C G X X 
Z 

A B C G X 7 X 
A A A X X 
B B B X X 

1 A , old-age assistance; B , a id to the b l i n d ; C, a id to dependent chi ldren; 
G, general relief. 

2 N e t disbursements represent all amounts paid out d u r i n g the period less 
amounts refunded. Obligations incurred represent l iabi l i t ies incurred d u r i n g 
period, wh i ch m a y or may not be paid d u r i n g same period, less obligations 
canceled dur ing period. 

3 Weighted. 
4 N o analysis b y program. 
5 Ch i ldren load instead of case load used for program for aid to dependent 

chi ldren. 
6 2 months . 
7 1 m o n t h . 
8 D a t a not available. 
9 Person load instead of case load. 

I t seemed l ike ly t h a t the i n d i v i d u a l work units 
selected m i g h t require v a r y i n g amounts of effort 
and t h a t t ime factors g iv ing proper weight to 
each work u n i t would have to be determined. 
T w o different time-study techniques have been 
developed for the purpose of measuring the aver­
age t ime required per work u n i t to be used as a 
weight ing factor: (1) individual employee time 
recording, and (2) unit t ime recording. Under 
the first method, each employee maintains a 
t ime record on which he enters, i n chronological 
order dur ing the day, time spent on each oper­
at ion performed under each program. The 
amounts of time spent on a given work unit are 
then drawn f rom the records of different workers, 
and the average time for a given u n i t on each 
program is determined. I n a unit time recording 
s tudy , a time record is kept for each u n i t of work, 
such as an investigation of an application for 
old-age assistance. A l l workers performing any 
work on a given application enter on the "job" 
or u n i t sheet a record of time spent; the com­
pleted job sheet thus indicates a l l the operations 
performed on the application and the t ime spent 
on each operation. I n contrast to gross time 
studies, w o r k - u n i t time studies lend themselves 
to sampling. 

M o s t of the agencies report ing administrative 
expanses by ind iv idua l programs for 1938-39 em­
ployed the principle of charging identifiable 
expense direct ly and apport ioning j o i n t expenses 
on the basis of time spent on each program (table 
4) . A few agencies, however, used factors of 
questionable v a l i d i t y , such as case loads, for 
d i s t r ibut ing j o i n t expenses. 

Different Definitions of Assistance and Admin­
istration 

Comparisons of the administrat ive expenses of 
public-assistance agencies are complicated also 
by the fact t h a t items included as assistance to 
recipients by some agencies are charged to ad­
min i s t ra t i on by others. The fol lowing specific 
problems were referred to i n a recent article: 6 

. . . i n some publ i c -ass i s tance agencies, expend i tures for 
c e r t a i n t y p e s of assistance t o r e c i p i e n t s are p a i d f r o m ad­
m i n i s t r a t i v e f u n d s a n d c o n s e q u e n t l y arc c h a r g e d t o admin­
i s t r a t i o n . These charges m a y i n c l u d e salaries of physi­
c ians e m p l o y e d d i r e c t l y b y pub l i c -ass i s tance agencies to 

6 Gordon, Joel, " A n a l y z i n g the A d m i n i s t r a t i v e Expenses of Public-Assist­
ance Agencies," Social Security Bulletin, V o l . 2, N o . 8 ( M a y 1939), pp. 10-14. 



furnish medica l service t o needy r e c i p i e n t s . E x p e n d i t u r e s 
for this purpose are o b v i o u s l y a f o r m o f assistance t o 
recipients a n d s h o u l d be so c lassi f ied, as is u s u a l l y t h e case 
when s imi lar assistance is f u r n i s h e d b y p r i v a t e p h y s i c i a n s 
through the m e d i u m of m e d i c a l re l i e f orders . Expenses 
of operating p u b l i c commissar ies are u s u a l l y classif ied 
incorrectly as a d m i n i s t r a t i v e expenses; y e t re l i e f orders o n 
private vendors , w h i c h necessari ly i n c l u d e t h e cost o f 
retail d i s t r i b u t i o n i n the se l l ing p r i c e o f the c o m m o d i t y , 
are o rd inar i l y c lassif ied as assistance p a y m e n t s . 

The reporting system provides for a un i form 
classification of expenses for assistance and for 
administration. Assistance payments are defined 
as "expenses for payment direct ly to or on behalf 
of needy recipients for the immediate purpose of 
supplying such recipients w i t h commodities (food, 
clothing, coal, medical supplies, etc.) and services 
(rent, uti l i t ies , burials, hospital ization, medical 
care, e t c . ) . " 7 

Definition of "admin is t ra t ive expenses" was 
more difficult, since the t e r m , as used i n the publ ic -
assistance field, differs f rom i ts accepted meaning 
in the accounting field.8 The term " a d m i n i s t r a ­
tive expenses" was used in the original report f orm 
but was later el iminated i n favor of " o t h e r " ex­
penses of public-assistance programs. " O t h e r " 
expenses are defined to include "expenses involved 
in the determination of the or iginal and cont inuing 
eligibility of applicants to receive financial assist­
ance and i n rendering financial assistance and 
social service to recipients." The specific ad ­
ministrative functions involved are itemized, and 
all expenses connected w i t h performing these 
functions are defined as costs of achieving the 
general objectives of the agency. 

7 During the first 6 months of the fiscal period 1938-39, commissary-operat­
ing expense and salaries of physicians were charged to adminis trat ion for 
reasons of expediency. I n the revised report used in the second half of the 
period, those expenses were classified as assistance; consequently, the data 
for the 2 periods are not s t r i c t l y comparable . 

8 For a discussion of this po int , see Geddes, Anne E . , and Gordon, Joel, 
"The Concept of A d m i n i s t r a t i v e Expenses in Accounting for Public-Assist­
ance Expenditures," Social Security Bulletin, V o l . 2, N o . 7 (July 1939), pp . 
27-31. 

Different Costs Borne by Agencies 

A fact often overlooked i n comparing adminis ­
trative costs is t h a t par t of the expense of operat­
ing the program is borne not by the public-assist­
ance agency but by other departments. I n gen­
eral, these costs are of two types: (1) those incur ­
red in performing service functions for the publ i c -
assistance agency, such as w r i t i n g assistance checks, 
auditing assistance payments, and recrui t ing per­

sonnel; and (2) those incurred for housing the 
agency and for accompanying items, s u c h as heat, 
l i g h t , water, e lectric ity , telephone, and j a n i t o r i a l 
service. I t would be extremely di f f icult to deter­
mine the proper port ion of these expenses charge ­
able to the public-assistance agency because they 
are usually incurred j o i n t l y for several agencies. 
The report ing system makes no provision for i n ­
c luding these expenses and is l i m i t e d to amounts 
expended f rom appropriations of the public-assist­
ance agency. I t w i l l no t be feasible to include 
such expenses u n t i l i t becomes the general practice 
to charge them accurately to the public-assistance 
agency. 

Exc lud ing f r om the reports expenses borne by 
other agencies does n o t el iminate the necessity for 
tak ing them i n t o account i n comparing costs. 
D a t a accumulated d u r i n g the experimental report ­
ing period reveal a var ie ty of "h idden costs"— 
i. e., expenses not reflected in the amounts ex­
pended from appropriations of the public-assist­
ance agency. 

Expenses for renta l of office space are incurred 
i n re lat ively minor amounts b y most public-assist­
ance agencies, since, at bo th the State and local 
levels, space i n public buildings is usually f u r ­
nished " f ree " to the agency. T h e practice w i t h 
respect to payment of rent generally varies among 
the counties i n a single State, and the extent to 
which expanses are incurred for rent and related 
items seems to depend largely on the willingness 
and a b i l i t y of local authorities to furnish space i n 
public buildings. Since the volume of these ex­
penses is small i n re lat ion to t o t a l expenses i n ­
curred direct ly by the public-assistance agency, 
their exclusion f rom the reports does not great ly 
affect the v a l i d i t y of cost comparisons. 

On the other hand, the exclusion of expenses of 
performing i m p o r t a n t functions, such as check-
w r i t i n g , audi t ing , and recruit ing personnel, is a 
serious omission, since these expenses constitute 
a substantial par t of the t o t a l cost of operating 
the public-assistance programs. I n many States, 
for example, the State or local fiscal officers prepare 
assistance checks, although i t is more common for 
public-assistance agencies to perform this funct ion 
and assume the cost. I n several States the ex­
penses of conducting examinations for personnel 
are borne by civil-service commissions, b u t the 
Pennsylvania Depar tment of Public Assistance 
bears the cost of i t s own special personnel agency. 



I n Connecticut applications are received and f irst 
investigated b y local officials, and none of the ex­
pense incurred by them is reflected i n the expenses 
of the public-assistance agency. 

Different Accounting Bases—Accrual vs. Cash 
System 

T h e comparabi l i ty of data on administrat ive 
expenses is also affected by the basis on which 
accounts are maintained. The accrual system of 
accounting yields data in f in i te ly more valuable 
for analyt ical and comparative purposes than the 
cash system, since the accrual system makes i t 
possible to relate administrat ive expenses for a 
given period to work actual ly performed dur ing 
t h a t period. Under the accrual system, expenses 
are charged to the period i n which they are i n ­
curred instead of to the period i n which they hap­
pen to be paid. I n a cash-accounting system, 
salaries for work performed i n one m o n t h fre­
quent ly are entered on the books as charges dur ing 
the fo l lowing m o n t h , when they are actually dis­
bursed. However, expense data on a cash basis 
lend themselves to statist ical analysis i f disburse­
ments are d istr ibuted somewhat evenly over the 
accounting period. Unfor tunate ly , i t is a com­
m o n practice to pay, dur ing the last m o n t h of the 
fiscal period, a large number of bil ls which o r d i ­
nar i ly wou ld be paid dur ing subsequent months . 

M a n y State public-assistance agencies and the 
overwhelming m a j o r i t y of local agencies m a i n t a i n 
their accounts on a cash basis. For this reason, 
the States were requested to report on a cash 
basis dur ing the first 6 -month period. I n order 
to encourage accrual report ing, the revised report 
used d u r i n g the last 6 months of the fiscal period 
offered States the oppor tun i ty of report ing either 
obligations incurred or disbursements. A l i m i t e d 
number of States were able to report al l or par t 
of their expenses for the year on an obligations 
incurred basis, as is indicated i n table 4. 

A special problem is posed by the fact t h a t 
whi le the l i fe of equipment extends over several 
fiscal periods i ts entire cost is normal ly charged 
to the m o n t h i n which the b i l l is paid. Accord­
ing to the reports for 1938-39, however, expendi­
tures for equipment accounted for less than 1 per­
cent of t o t a l administrat ive expenses i n 16 
agencies, f r om 1 to 2 percent of the expenses i n 
5 agencies, f r o m 2 to 3 percent i n 5 others, and 
s l ight ly over 3 percent i n another. Therefore, 

the failure to exclude these expenses or to spread 
them over the l i fe of the equipment does not 
seriously affect cost comparisons. 

Differences in Scope and Content of Program 
Comparisons of tota l amounts expended for 

administrat ion throw little l i gh t on relative 
economy and efficiency of operation. I t is im­
possible to determine how much the differences 
i n t o ta l amounts expended reflect mere differences 
i n the magnitude of the programs i n the several 
States instead of i n operating efficiency. Two 
measures that are frequently used to reduce 
administrat ive expenses to a common denominator 
are: The rat io of administrat ive expense to total 
assistance payments, and the average cost per 
case. The fallacies inherent i n these measures 
have been described in a previous a r t i c l e 9 I t is 
now possible to substantiate these criticisms with 
the concrete data presented in table 5, which 
shows, for ind iv idua l programs, the ratio of 
administrat ive expense to to ta l assistance pay­
ments and the average cost per case-month. 

The administrat ive expenses of many agencies 
are l imi ted by law to a fixed percentage of assist­
ance payments. For such agencies, the ratio of 
administrat ive expense to assistance costs may 
reflect the influence of the legal l i m i t a t i o n rather 
t h a n the amount of funds actually needed to ad­
minister the program efficiently. Thus, the 
administrat ive expenses of agency F amounted 
to exactly 5 percent of old-age assistance pay­
ments—the proport ion permitted under the State 
law. Agencies G and H are also subject to a 
5-percent l i m i t a t i o n on a l l programs combined; 
their expenditures for administrat ion of old-age 
assistance were 4.9 and 4.8 percent of assistance, 
respectively. 

Other things being equal, the rat io of admin­
is trat ive expense to assistance payments wi l l auto­
mat ica l ly be lower for agencies w i t h high average 
payments for assistance than for agencies wi th low 
average payments. Differences i n this percentage 
relationship for two States w i t h the same number 
of recipients may reflect differences i n the level of 
assistance payments rather than i n efficiency 
of operation. I n the old-age assistance program, 
on unusually h igh negative correlation exists be­
tween these administrat ive cost ratios and aver­
age payments per recipient. For example, in 

9 I b i d . 



agencies Q and X , the rat io of administrat ive 
expense to assistance costs is relatively h igh be­
cause of the low level of assistance payments, 
but administrative expense per case is relatively 
low. 

For programs i n the early stages of develop­
ment, both the rat io of administrat ive expense to 
assistance payments and the average cost per 
case-month w i l l be unusually high because of the 

small volume of assistance and the small case 
load. Because agency N only recently established 
i ts program for aid to dependent children, i t s a d ­
min is t rat ive expenses for this program amounted 
to 41.1 percent of assistance payments and the 
average cost per case-month was $10.71. 

Admin i s t ra t ive cost ratios and average costs 
per case-month also fa i l to reflect the considerable 
volume of work performed i n investigating appl i ­

Table 5 . — R a t i o of all other expenses of public-assistance program (administration) to assistance payments, average 
cost per case-month, and ratio of applications disposed of to number of cases receiving assistance, by program, 
by State agency, fiscal year 1938-39 

Agency 

" A l l o t h e r " 
expenses 
as a per­

centage of 
assistance 
payments 

Average 
cost per 

case-month 1 

Appl i ca ­
tions dis­

posed of as 
a percent­

age of 
recipients 2 

Agency 

" A l l o ther " 
expenses 
as a per­

centage of 
assistance 
payments 

Average 
cost per 

case-month 1 

Appl i ca ­
tions dis­

posed of as 
a percent­

age of 
recipients 2 

Old-age assistance A i d to dependent children 

Q 14.9 $1.29 3.9 N 9 41.1 9 $10.71 9 32.8 
B 12.1 2.51 2.8 T 14.7 4.84 9.2 
X 11.7 .88 5.6 Q 13.6 2.86 5.1 
O 3 10.6 3 2.06 4.2 B 13.2 4.63 13.8 
A 4 10.3 2.54 3.1 X 13.2 1.91 16.0 

L 10.1 1.39 3.5 K 12.2 3.81 6.4 
K 8.4 1.49 3.1 J 11.1 3.22 7.4 
J 5 8.0 5 1.50 4.3 L 10.7 2.28 6.3 
N 7.9 1.10 4.7 M 10.4 4.14 3.1 
T 7.6 1.33 2.5 U 8.9 2.88 7.8 

E 7.4 1.26 6.3 E 8.8 2.40 5.3 
Z 7.3 1.72 4.3 V 8.7 2.54 2.9 
W 5.9 1.25 2.4 W 8.1 2.14 4.5 
Y 5.9 1.27 2.2 O 7.8 2.35 6.7 
I 5.2 1.08 2.8 Y 7.7 2.36 4.8 
AA 5.2 1.39 2.7 H 7.5 1.02 5.4 
F 5.0 .69 1.9 R 7.3 1.98 5.4 
R 5.0 .98 2.2 Z 6.7 3.24 4.9 
C 4.9 .92 2.6 5.0 1.96 11.8 
G 4.9 1.41 1.8 I 4.8 1.78 4.0 

H 4.8 .85 1.9 

I 4.8 1.78 4.0 

H 4.8 .85 1.9 
A i d to the b l i n d S 4.7 1.25 2.1 A i d to the b l i n d 

U 4.6 1.22 3.4 
A i d to the b l i n d 

U 4.6 1.22 3.4 

R 29.4 $6.71 14.6 

General relief 
A 4 20.4 5.01 4.4 

General relief Q 20.1 2.17 3.4 General relief 
J 18.5 3.71 7.9 

L 6 44.3 6 $4.85 35.2 
T 17.3 3.46 4.5 

L 6 44.3 6 $4.85 35.2 
L 14.4 2.47 3.1 Q 22.5 ( 7 ) 

(7) L 14.4 2.47 3.1 
J 19.6 3.00 28.0 S 13.8 3.49 13.3 
A 4 8 16.5 8 5.65 8 15.8 K 13.5 2.85 3.3 
U 16.4 2.23 52.8 X 13.0 1.28 5.7 
T 15.3 2.93 91.6 

E 12.5 2.53 2.8 
T 15.3 2.93 91.6 

M 10.9 2.15 2.6 Y 13.8 2.75 48.0 M 10.9 2.15 2.6 
W 13.1 1.77 57.8 N 10.5 1.52 7.3 
X 11.4 1.17 20.9 Y 9.7 2.78 1.3 
B 8 9.4 8 2.67 17.4 B 8.6 2.58 3.0 

R 8.6 1.61 35.6 
W 7.4 1.63 2.7 

R 8.6 1.61 35.6 
U 7.2 1.79 3.9 G 8.2 (7) (7) U 7.2 1.79 3.9 

K 8 6.9 8 1.52 36.0 H 6.0 .96 3.0 K 8 6.9 8 1.52 36.0 
G 5.9 1.67 3.0 

K 8 6.9 8 1.52 36.0 

BB 5.9 1.32 2.5 

K 8 6.9 8 1.52 36.0 

I 5.4 1.21 2.2 

K 8 6.9 8 1.52 36.0 

Z 4.4 .97 2.4 

1 Average cost per case-month determined by d i v i d i n g total admin is t ra ­
tive expense for the public-assistance program by to ta l number of recipient-
months of assistance; recipient-months obtained by adding the number of 
recipients during each m o n t h of the fiscal year. 

2 Ratio determined by d i v i d i n g to ta l number of applications disposed of 
by total number of recipient-months of assistance. 

3 Administrative expense includes expense for certif ication to C C C . 
4 Data l imited to 9-month period, Oct. 1, 1938-June 30, 1939. 
5 Administrative expense (does not include $8,338 unexpended balance of 

Federal grants. 

6 Administrative expense includes expense of certification to Works Prog­
ress A d m i n i s t r a t i o n , C i v i l i a n Conservation Corps, and Federal Surplus 
Commodit ies Corporation. 

7 D a t a no t available on applications disposed of and cases receiving as­
sistance. 

8 Data include applications for and cases receiving assistance under spe­
c ia l programs. 

9 F i rs t payments under approved p lan made for September 1938. 



cations. There are sizable differences among the 
agencies i n the propor t ion of t ime spent i n dis­
posing of applications as compared w i t h the t ime 
devoted to m a i n t a i n i n g cases under care; these 
differences are reflected i n the ratios of applica­
tions disposed of to cases under care (table 5). 
T h e higher ratios on the general relief program 
reflect the more rap id turn-over of the general 
relief case load and m a y p a r t i a l l y explain the 
generally higher ratios of administrat ive expense 
for th is program. 

I t is clear t h a t adminis trat ive expenses have 
been related to assistance payments and to case 
loads because of the lack of a more satisfactory 
common denominator. However, the u l t i m a t e 
test of the reasonableness of these expenses should 
n o t be how m u c h they amount to i n t o t a l or i n 
re lat ion t o assistance payments or recipients b u t 
rather how much was spent in relation to value 
received. Costs are significant only i n re lat ion to 
performance. U n f o r t u n a t e l y , i t is di f f icult to 
measure the performance of public-assistance 
agencies. 

T h e problem of measuring comparative costs is 
therefore closely t ied up w i t h the development of 
measurements of comparative performance. T h e 
w o r k uni ts developed b y the D i v i s i o n of Public 
Assistance Research for prora t ing j o i n t expenses 
should be valuable as crude measures of per­
formance to w h i c h adminis trat ive expenses m a y 
be related. T h e y are n o t , however, a final 
solution to the problem. Q u a n t i t a t i v e measure­
ments of a c t i v i t y w i l l need to be extended i n 
order to min imize qua l i ta t ive factors. F o r 
example, the classification of interviews accord­
ing to office and field eliminates qua l i ta t ive differ­
ences result ing f r o m l u m p i n g these interviews 
together; qua l i ta t ive differences are reduced 

fur ther b y also grouping office and field inter­
views in to cl ient and collateral interviews and into 
interviews on applications and on cases under care 
Needless to say, qua l i ta t ive factors w i l l not be 
f u l l y taken in to account i n this way , and additional 
refinements w i l l be necessary. Furthermore, we 
must look forward to devising i n the future units 
which measure o u t p u t or end results rather than 
activit ies . 

E v o l v i n g measurements of performance should 
be a j o i n t responsibil ity of administrators and 
statisticians. A c t u a l measurement must be pre­
ceded by def init ion and classification. Public-
assistance programs must be defined clearly, they 
must be del imited f rom other welfare programs, 
and the ir objectives must be stated precisely. 
T h e basic functions involved i n administering 
publ ic assistance so as to achieve these objectives 
must be itemized and classified. Qualitative fac­
tors significant i n evaluat ing performance must be 
identif ied and expressed i n concrete terms. 

C o n t r o l of performance and of costs of admin­
istering publ ic assistance is the basic job of the 
administrator . A c t u a l performance and actual 
costs w i l l bear a haphazard relat ion to adminis­
t r a t i v e plans unless administrators recognize the 
urgent need for (1) thoroughly analyzing the con­
t e n t of the public-assistance j ob , (2) determining 
the u n i t of w o r k for each funct ion involved in 
per forming this j ob , (3) establishing cost and per­
formance standards for each work u n i t , and (4) 
measuring actual performance and costs against 
planned performance and budgeted costs. Stat­
isticians cannot solve the problems of measure­
ment inherent i n these administrat ive processes 
u n t i l administrators are prepared to participate in 
the basic process of defining and classifying the 
public-assistance job . 


