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FOREWORD 

The Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs has 
established interdisciplinary research on policy problems as 
the core of its educational program. A major part of this 
program is the policy research project in the course of 
which three faculty members, each from a different 
profession or discipline, and about fifteen graduate students 
with diverse backgrounds research a policy issue of concern 
to an agency of government. This "client orientation" 
brings the students face to face with administrators, 
legislators, and other officials active in the policy process, 
and demonstrates that research in a policy environment 
demands special talents. It also illuminates the difficulties 
of using research findings to bring about changes where 
political realities must be taken into account. 

The Place of Social Services in Welfare Policy: An 
Assessment of Federal Policy Changes and Their Impact on 
Texas is a report of one of the School's policy research 
projects conducted during 1972-73. Throughout the year, 

students and faculty met with administrators, staff 
members, and special task forces of the Texas Department 
of Public Welfare; they also interviewed welfare adminis
trators in other states and cities and policymakers in 
Washington, D.C., active in shaping welfare policy. This 
report summarizes the work undertaken by the policy 
research project and sets forth conclusions and recommen
dations based on analysis of that work. 

It should be noted, however, that the School does not 
function as a policy advocate. Its intention is both to 
develop men and women with the capacity to perform 
effectively in the public service and to produce research 
that will enlighten and inform those already engaged in the 
policy process. The project which resulted in this report has 
helped to accomplish the former; it is our hope and 
expectation that the report itself will contribute to the 
latter. 

Alexander L. Clark 
Acting Dean 



PREFACE 

During the summer of 1972, members of the Lyndon B. 
Johnson School of Public Affairs faculty and Texas State 
Depart_ment of Public Welfare staff members reviewed 
research needs of the department. As a result the depart
ment contracted with the School for a year-long policy 
research project studying its system of social services for 
welfare recipients (Contract PS-076). Special emphasis was 
to be given to federal requirements for improved account
ability for social services. At that time , regulations gov
erning such requirements were pending, and even at this 
writing final federal regulations concerning social services 
accounting had not yet been issued . Given this situa
tion the research project concentrated its efforts on 
three tasks: (1) analysis of the impact of changes in 
federal legislation and funding on the delivery of social 
services in the state ; (2) assessment of current DPW service 
delivery policy and organization; and (3) examination of 
the state's information needs for policy planning and 
program evaluation in the area of social services related to 
but not entirely dependent on the expected federal 
regulations. 

The project faculty consisted of Dr. Alexander L. Clark 
(sociology) , Dr. Joe R. Feagin (social policy) , and Dr. 
Jurgen Schmandt (political philosophy). Twelve first- and 
second-year graduate students of the LBJ School made up 
the project team. During the fall the project participants 
familiarized themselves with the major components of the 
welfare system, i.e. , the Social Security Act and its various 
amendments; the Economic Opportunity Act ; the U.S. 
Department of Health, Education , and Welfare; the Texas 
Department of Public Welfare ; the financing of welfare 
programs; poverty in the United State and in Texas; and 
recent legislative changes regarding welfare . Guests meeting 
with the seminar during this period included Mr. David 
Bear, Director of Program Administration,* DPW; Mr. 
Jerome Chapman, Deputy Commissioner, DPW; Mrs. Mary 
Ann Harvey, Assistant Director of the Texas Office of 
Economic Opportunity ; Dr . June Hyer , Executive Assistant 
to the Lieutenant Governor ; Dr. Mike Lauderdale, Graduate 
School of Social Work, The University of Texas at Austin ; 
Mr. Harry Ledbetter . Office of the Lieutenant Governor ; 
and Mr. Ed Powers, Office of the Governor . Later in the 
year the group met with State Representative Joe Wyatt 

*Titles indicated here were current at the time the project began. 

who chaired the House Interim Committee on Poverty. 
Three members of the project gave research assistance to 
Representative Wyatt on a report to the 63rd Legislature 
entitled Poverty: Time for State Policy. When the first draft 
of the policy research report was available, two experts 
were invited to comment on it and meet with the project 
team. They were Mr. Ed Weaver , until recently Commis
sioner of Public Welfare in the State of Illinois and now 
with the consulting firm of Booz, Allen, and Hamilton ; and 
Mr. Jack C. Bloedorn of the American Public Welfare 
Association. In May 1973 the project team met with the 
Texas Commissioner for Public Welfare, his deputy commis
sioners, and some of his key staff to present the major 
findings of the report. 

Throughout the year members of the project worked 
closely with task forces of the Department of Public 
Welfare responsible for internal restructuring of the agency 
and for developing a social services accounting system. 
Regional and local offices of DPW were visited to gather 
information on reactions in the field to current and 
proposed reporting practices. During December and 
January the project participants visited welfare adminis
trators in other states , staff members of HEW and other 
federal agencies , and the Human Resources Administration 
in New York City. The visits to other states yielded 
information about the delivery of social services in different 
parts of the nation and about different approaches to 
reporting, monitoring, and evaluation requirements for 
social services as they were then evolving . States visited 
included California, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Iowa , 
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New Jersey, New 
Mexico , Oklahoma, South Carolina , and Wisconsin. 

Although the State of Texas was the focal point of the 
research , the study of conditions surrounding the delivery 
and accountability of social services in other states was 
important. It showed that many aspects of the situation in 
Texas have general applicability; therefore, the report 
should be meaningful as an assessment of conditions on a 
nationwide basis and useful to other states besides Texas 
which have yet to develop strong, independent programs 
for reporting, accounting, evaluating, and planning their 
social services delivery systems. 

Contacts in Washington were established to determine 
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the nature of expected changes in welfare and social 
services policy on the congressional side and social service 
regulations and accounting requirements from the Office of 
Management and Budget and the Department of HEW. 
Interviews were conducted in Washington with Ron Katz, 
social services adviser to Senator Lloyd Bentsen of Texas; 
legislative aides for welfare to Texas Representatives Henry 
Gonzalez, J .J. Pickle, and Jim Wright; Alair Townsend, 
Staff Director of the Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy of the 
Joint Economic Committee; Mr. Mike Suzuki, Deputy 
Commissioner; Herman Kaplow, Special Assistant; Mrs. 
Johnnie Brooks, Executive Assistant to the Deputy 
Commissioner, Community Services Administration, HEW; 
Mr. Walter Hagen and Mr. Ben Hendrick, American Public 
Welfare Association; and Mr . George Corcoran of Booz
Allen Public Administration Services, Incorporated. 

The research reported in this document was conducted 
between July 1972 and June 1973, but major developments 
during the remainder of 1973, particularly on the federal 
scene, were incorporated prior to final publication. Thus 
the report describes the situation concerning social services 
accounting as of December 31, 1973. Major changes in the 
welfare system occurred on January 1, 1974 when the 
federal government became responsible for cash assistance 

Preface 

to the aged, blind, and disabled. The state (specifically the 
Department of Public Welfare as the single state agency 
responsible for welfare) remains responsible for the de
livery of social services to all welfare recipients. The far
reaching implications of this new division of labor between 
the federal government and the state could not be analyzed 
in this report. It is our inlpression, however, that our 
principle conclusions will remain unchanged, i.e., that the 
Texas Department of Public Welfare should assume a more 
active role in shaping welfare policy in the state , and that a 
comprehensive social services accounting system will be an 
important tool in shouldering this responsibility. 

Throughout the year many individuals gave generously 
of their time to assist us in our research. We are grateful to 
all of them. We wish to acknowledge our special apprecia
tion to the Commissioner and deputy commissioners of the 
Department of Public Welfare and their staffs who 
encouraged us to observe them in performing their 
difficult tasks. The Ford Foundation also defrayed a 
substantial portion of the cost of the research. 

The opinions expressed in this report remain, of course, 
the exclusive responsibility of the research project 
participants. 

Jurgen Schmandt 
Project Director 
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SUMMARY OF THE REPORT 
AND ITS RECOMMENDATIONS 

PART I 

Part I, Chapters One through Three, is a background 
discussion of the role of social services in the welfare 
system of the United States in general and of Texas in 
particular. 

Chapter One 

Chapter One sketches the history of social services in 
federal policy, beginning with the Social Security Act of 
1935 and tracing the effects of amendments to that act in 
1956, 1962, and 1967. Differing perspectives on the 
objectives of social services are examined with emphasis on 
findings revealed by site visits. Two conclusions are 
reached: 

(1) definitions of social services and roles should be 
stated in terms of needs and conditions in Texas; 

(2) consideration should be given to "co-planning" as a 
technique for integrating caseworker activities with 
client needs. Co-planning has the following advan
tages: (a) it gives the client a greater sense of 
self-determination; (b) it helps to develop in the 
client decision-making abilities essential to eventual 
self-sufficiency; (c) it realigns differing perceptions 
and priorities concerning social services; and ( d) it 
can provide basic information for a social services 
accountability system. 

Chapter Two 

After examining limitations imposed by federal regula
tions, Chapter Two describes the Texas DPW's three ways 
of delivering services: (1) through direct delivery, 
(2) through purchase of services from other state agencies, 
and (3) through contracts with private or local agencies . 
Financial assistance programs and eligibility requirements 
are discussed, and the potential of social services in helping 
to close the income gap for the needy is analyzed. The 
chapter concludes with three specific recommendations to 
DPW for taking action on welfare reforms that would 
alleviate pressing problems and improve the delivery of 
welfare and social services in Texas: 

(1) DPW should take an active role vis~-vis the people, 
the governor, and the legislature in describing the 

actual conditions of welfare recipients in the State 
of Texas and the extent to which needs remain 
unmet. 

(2) DPW should advocate that the legislature take two 
steps immediately to alleviate welfare and social 
services problems in the State of Texas: (a) abolish 
the ronstitutional ceiling on payments in the 
categorical assistance programs; and (b) implement 
the major federal welfare program not yet a reality 
in Texas, i.e., AFDC-UF, a program which would 
meet the needs of many poor families with 
unemployed male heads. 

(3) DPW should undertake a full-scale public informa
tion campaign to insure that all individuals poten
tially eligible for welfare and social services know 
what sources ofhelp exist. 

Chapter Three 

Chapter Three describes recent federal welfare actions 
affecting the delivery of social services at the state level. 
The historical development of social services expenditures 
at the federal level is first reviewed. The discussion then 
moves to the Revenue Sharing Act, Section 1130 of the 
Social Security Act, federalization of the adult categories, 
and family planning services . The history of federal 
vacillation in the drafting of the HEW regulations is then 
described in detail, and its impact on the situation in Texas 
is assessed. The conclusion is reached that, in spite of their 
unfortunate effects, the federal actions have created 
opportunities for the State of Texas to develop a system for 
delivering and evaluating its entire range of social services 
beyond federal requirements and for gathering the data 
essential to effective planning . These opportunities become 
the specific concern of Part II. 

PART II 

Part II, Chapters Four through Six, reviews the 
history of social services accounting and evaluation, 
describes an ideal model for them, and assesses the realities 
to which the ideal must be adapted. 
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Summary of the Report 

Chapter Four (4) determining the cause and effect relationship be
tween the provision of social services and a unit Chapter Four describes the evolution of social services 
change in a social indicator is extremely difficult. accounting and evaluation. Social indicators, systems 

analysis, planning-programming-budgeting systems (PPBS), 
Chapter Sixand cost-benefit analysis as evaluation methodologies are 

described. The discussion at the federal level concludes with 
a description of goal-oriented social services definitions and 
the vacillating efforts of HEW to establish social services 
accounting regulations. The development of social services 
accounting in states other than Texas is then reviewed, and 
problems in state response and differences and similarities 
in the states' underlying purposes are analyzed. The history 
of social services accounting in Texas is described next with 
emphasis on Texas' efforts to respond to HEW's erratic 
performance. The conclusion is reached that because DPW's 
efforts at thorough reporting came only in response to 
federal requirements, the department lost the security that 
the orderly development of a reporting system would have 
afforded and became instead a captive of federal whim 
without a firm state reporting base from which to nego
tiate . 

Chapter Five 

Chapter Five describes the components of an ideal social 
services accounting and evaluation system. The objectives 
of such a system are discussed , including evaluation of 
delivery efficiency and approaches to the measurment of 
short- and long-run results . Next , methods for defining 
goals and defining units of services are described. The 
conclusion is reached that Texas (and other states) should 
aim toward the establishment of an ideal social services 
accounting system, keeping in mind that the task is 
methodologically difficult, expensive, and time consuming. 
The difficulties to be overcome are in four specific areas: 

(I) the general needs analysis outlined will be an 
expensive operation requiring careful planning; 

(2) it will be a long time before the system reports 
long-range service results; 

(3) translating the data collected into new services for 
old and new target populations requires a direct 
impact on policy planning; and 

Chapter Six discusses the realities of social services 
accounting and evaluation. The situation in Texas is 
examined first: the organization of DPW is reviewed, field 
staff views of social services accounting are described, and 
problems of DPW in its relationships with the state 
government and the citizens of Texas are analyzed . Next, 
difficulties created for the state by the shifting pattern of 
federal regulations are reviewed. The chapter concludes 
with three recommendations: 

(1) DPW should develop its own social services 
reporting/accounting/evaluation system, whether 
federally required or not. This will help in estab
lishing a degree of independence from constantly 
shifting federal directives. More importantly, it will 
enable DPW to present to both the legislature and 
the citizenry a stronger and more effective case for 
state welfare policy. 

(2) DPW should establish an office of policy planning 
and analysis in the office of the commissioner. A 
central policy planning office will enable the 
commissioner and his top advisers to take advan
tage of a social services accounting system and to 
take an active role in revitalizing state initiative in 
policy development. 

(3) DPW should evaluate its organizational structure in 
terms of its contribution to agency accountability. 
Specific attention should be given to the respon
sibility of regional administrators and the organiza
tion of field work in terms of generation of 
information on service delivery and impact. 

PART III 

l7rapter Seven 

Chapter Seven presents a detailed overview of the 
findings and recommendations of the report. 

vi 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

FOREWORD 

PREFACE ii 

POLICY RESEARCH PROJECT PARTICIPANTS iv 

SUMMARY OF THE REPORT AND ITS RECOMMENDATIONS v 

PART I: SOCIAL SERVICES IN THE WELFARE SYSTEM 

CHAPTER ONE: SOCIAL SERVICES DEFINED: VARYING 
PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR NATURE AND OBJECTIVES 2 

Varying Definitions of Social Services 2 
The Emergence of Social Services 2 
The Objectives of Social Service Programs 4 
Differing Perceptions and Values 5 
Conclusions 5 

CHAPTER TWO: THE SOCIAL SERVICES DELIVERY SYSTEM IN TEXAS 7 
Limitations Imposed by Federal Regulations 7 
The Service Delivery System in Texas 7 
Financial Assistance Programs and Eligibility 8 
Conclusion 10 

CHAPTER THREE: RECENT FEDERAL WELFARE ACTIONS AFFECTING 
THE SOCIAL SERVICES DELIVERY SYSTEM IN TEXAS 11 

Welfare and the Changing Political Environment 11 
The Development of Social Services Expenditures 11 
The Revenue-Sharing Act and the Social Services Ceiling 12 
H.R. l 13 
Recent Restrictive Social Service Regulations 14 
Conclusion: Federal Vacillation and the Texas Situation 17 

PART II : ACCOUNTING FOR SOCIAL SERVICES 19 

CHAPTER FOUR: THE EVOLUTION OF SOCIAL SERVICES ACCOUNTING AND EVALUATION 20 
Federal Actions 20 
Social Services Accounting 23 
The Development of Social Services Accounting in States other than Texas 25 
Social Services Accounting in Texas 26 

CHAPTER FIVE: AN IDEAL SOCIAL SERVICES ACCOUNTING AND EVALUATION SYSTEM 29 
Objectives of an Ideal System 29 
Defining Goals 30 
Defining the "Unit of Service" 31 

Conclusions 32 

vii 



CHAPTER SIX: THE REALITIES OF SOCIAL SERVICES ACCOUNTING AND EVALUATION 
The Texas Situation 
The Federal Situation 
Conclusions 

PART III: CONCLUSION 

CHAPTER SEVEN: AN OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Need for Evaluative Information at the State Level 
The Need for Revitalization of State Initiative in Policy Development 
Organizational Implications of a State System to Account for Social Services 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

APPENDIX A: SOCIAL SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE 

APPENDIX B: TEXAS RETROACTIVE CLAIMS FOR FEDERAL FUNDS FOR SOCIAL SERVICES 
PROVIDED THROUGH INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS 

APPENDIX C: SOCIAL SERVICES IN THE FEBRUARY 16, 1973 PROPOSED RULES 

APPENDIX D: TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE: PRE-1968 ORGANIZATION 

APPENDIX E: TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE: 1968 REORGANIZATION 

APPENDIX F : TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE: 1973 REORGANIZATION 

Table ofContents 

34 
34 
36 
37 

38 

39 
39 
40 
42 

44 

51 

53 

55 

56 

57 

58 

viii 



PART I SOCIAL SERVICES IN THE 
WELFARE SYSTEM 

CHAPTER ONE SOCIAL SERVICES DEFINED: 
VARYING PERCEPTIONS 
OF THEIR NATURE 

AND OBJECTIVES 

CHAPTER TWO THE SOCIAL SERVICES 
DELIVERY SYSTEM IN TEXAS 

CHAPTER THREE RECENT FEDERAL WELFARE 
ACTIONS AFFECTING 
THE SOCIAL SERVICES 
DELIVERY SYSTEM IN TEXAS 



CHAPTER ONE 

SOCIAL SERVICES DEFINED: VARYING PERCEPTIONS 
OF THEIR NATURE AND OBJECTIVES 

VARYING DEFINITIONS OF 
SOCIAL SERVICES 

This report examines accounting, evaluation, and 
accountability in the delivery of social services. However, 
before we can consider social services accounting we must 
first define the nature, role, and policy context of social 
services. Unfortunately, there is no consensus about a single 
definition. The term social services has been used in 
different ways, ranging from broad to narrow interpreta
tions. Viewed in the broadest sense, social services include 
all public activities designed to enhance the quality of life 
of the entire population irrespective of income. Public 
education and public health programs are examples. 

In a narrower sense, social services include all public and 
private activities designed to enhance both the quality of 
life and the level of independence of the socially or physi
cally handicapped. Examples include school lunch pro
grams, job counseling, and maintenance care for the dis
abled. 

In the narrowest sense, social services are those specific 
services provided through federal matching funds under 
Titles I, IV-A, X, and XIV of the Social Security Act autho
rizing services for the aged, AFDC families, the blind, and 
the disabled. Such services are limited, in general, to recipi
ents of public assistance payments in these welfare cate
gories. The intent is to meet the supplemental needs of 
individuals receiving public financial assistance. Examples 
include counseling of welfare recipients concerning family 
problems, assisting welfare recipients to secure health care 
and housing, day care for children of recipients in job 
training, and family planning services for welfare recipients. 
Although the general rationale behind these services is 
reduction of dependency, a review of lists of such services 
reveals no clear criteria for the inclusion or exclusion of 
specific services. 

In fact, fu welfare agency practice the narrow definition 
does not prevail, because certain other services are 
commonly included as social services. These are the 
protective services designated under Title IV-B of the Social 
Security Act for abused, abandoned, and neglected chil
dren, provided regardless of income and funded differently 
at the federal level. 

THE EMERGENCE OF SOCIAL SERVICES 

The Social Security Act of 1935 

Because state activities in the area of social services have 
ordinarily been responses to federal actions* it is important 
to review the emergence of social services in federal 
policies. The legislative umbrella under which social services 
developed is the Social Security Act of 1935. It is inter
esting to note that the original assistance titles of the Social 
Security Act made no provision for social services, as such. 
The act was developed during the Depression and was de
signed primarily to provide protection "against the risks of 
loss of income due to certain kinds of unemployment, to 
age, death of a breadwinner, to disability of some types, 
and for children deprived of parental support and found in 
hazardous living arrangements" (Bloedorn et al. 1970:5). 
This was the basis for income maintenance specifieally for 
certain categories of the needy: the blind, the aged, depen
dent children, and later the permanently and totally dis
abled . In 1935, however, there was no explicit realization 
that additional activities might be necessary to help an 
individual achieve a condition of self-support or to meet 
needs still present after the provision of income main
tenance. 

Amendments of 1956 

Although the Social Security Act provided for matching 
of administrative costs, including the salaries of case
workers, the need for social services was first recognized in 
the 1956 amendments to that act (Bloedorn et al. 1970:5). 
To some extent these amendments simply took into 
account certain caseworker activities already in existence, 
but in addition, states were offered the opportunity to in
clude new social services in their public assistance programs 
to meet needs not met by financial payments. A strong 
emphasis was placed on services "helping to strengthen 

*A survey of state social service plans conducted in late 1972 
indicated that states tend to define available social services strictly 
according to federal regulations. State plans for social services use 
virtually the same wording as the federal regulations to ensure 
compliance with federal matching requirements. 
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family life and helping needy families attain the maximum 
economic and personal independence of which they are 
capable" (Bloedorn et al. 1970:5). Implicit in these amend
ments was awareness that (1) the welfare rolls were not 
going to decrease over time as had been expected in 1935 , 
and that (2) there are reasons besides physical limitations 
that make self-support difficult. 

Amendments of 1962 

Because the 1956 amendments were never funded, the 
federal government did not actively support the concept of 
delivering social services to public welfare recipients until 
the early 1960s. Under the Kennedy Administration the 
social work profession began to have a significant impact on 
the American welfare system. The growing pressure for 
rehabilitative services culminated in the Public Welfare 
Amendments of 1962: 

For the first time the rehabilitative aspects of public 
assistance were emphasized. The new law was an 
essential rewrite of the 1956 reforms with the signifi
cant difference that funding for their implementation 
was made available (Heffernan 1973: 113). 

The 1962 amendments- often called the "service amend
ments" -represented a positive federal effort to foster social 
services. Two provisions in particular constituted a substan
tial financial incentive to the states: the first increased the 
matching rate for services from 50 percent to 75 percent; 
the second permitted state welfare agencies to contract 
with other state agencies for provision of services. Of even 
greater consequence was the provision that made available 
federal support of social services to former as well as poten
tial applicants for or recipients of assistance payments. For 
the first time, there was explicit federal response to the 
increasingly widespread social work argument that pro
viding services would not only get people off welfare, but 
would also prevent border-line cases from going on welfare. 
The 1962 amendments first articulated the goal of prevent
ing and reducing dependency as the major way to keep 
costs of financial assistance in check. 

Amendments of 196 7 

The scope and number of eligible recipients for social 
services increased rapidly during the 1960s. The most far
reaching changes affecting federal involvement in the social 
serviCe programs stem from provisions in the 1967 amend
ments to the Social Security Act. The language defining 
social services was broad and implied potentially unlimited 
federal funding obligations for social services. The amend
ments stated objectives 

.. . in much more explicit terms such as 'assuring, to 
the maximum extent possible, that such relative , child 

Social Services Defined 

and individual will enter the labor force and accept 
employment so that they will become self-efficient' 
and 'preventing or reducing the incidence of births 
out of wedlock' (Bloedorn et al. 1970:6). 

State welfare agencies were now able to contract with pri
vate as well as public agencies for the delivery of services. 
Finally, family services for AFDC recipients became manda
tory. These new provisions together with the substantial 
rate of federal financial participation imposed on the 
federal government sharply increased financial respon
sibility in the social services area. Strangely enough, much 
of the congressional concern in shaping the 1967 amend
ments had been to replace a casework strategy for reducing 
dependency with a work facilitation strategy. While Con
gress debated various work restrictions and a freeze on 
welfare payments, little attention was given the important 
new features of these amendments, viz., the broad defini
tion of social services, and the provision for private 
purchase contracts for social services coupled with the 
continuation of the attractive 75 percent matching rate. 

The set of federal regulations under which social service 
programs were operating through May 1, 1973 were based 
on the 1967 amendments which only became effective in 
January 1969. These regulations have been acclaime.d for 
the broad range of services they encompass which includes 
home management, child care, legal services, health care, 
transportation, services related to education, and assistance 
in finding housing. It was also realized that services must be 
more closely related to client needs, and this resulted in the 
prescription of certain broad goals. 

Effects of the 1967 Amendments 

Critics have called the 1967 regulations ambiguous and 
the root of many of the current problems that have 
prompted restrictive federal actions. Ed Weaver, Associate 
Director of Social Welfare Practice for Booz-Allen, has 
noted that the hasty changes in the social services regula
tions toward the close of the Johnson Administration were 
poor strategy on the part of social planners and the source 
of much of the current confusion at the state level concern
ing social services (Weaver 1973). It is significant that these 
critical regulations were not printed until January 27, 1969, 
only days before President Nixon took office. 

As a result of the ambitious 1967 amendments and sub
sequent federal regulations, the states had nearly quad
rupled their requests for federal matching funds by 1972. 
Although the Nixon Administration made attempts as early 
as January 1970 to control social services funding, Congress 
initially rejected such efforts. It was not until mid-1972 
that Congress seriously attempted to curb the runaway 
expenditures by including a funding ceiling for social ser
vices in the revenue-sharing legislation (see Chapter Three). 

During the late 1960s the federal government also began 
to stress the need for separating the administration of finan

3 



cial assistance programs from that of social services. It was 
felt that an improvement of services would be realized only 
when the recipient could accept or reject social services as 
an action completely independent from claiming financial 
assistance. In this way, social services could presumably 
stand on their own merits, but at the same time, they could 
no longer be rationalized as a dependency reducing strategy 
without a system of accountability and accounting to verify 
that services do in fact help recipients reach various levels 
of independence. Such a system is the subject of Part Two 
of this report. 

THE OBJECTNES OF 
SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAMS 

In light of the rapid expansion of social service expendi
tures in the last few years, it is appropriate to examine the 
objectives of social services programs. The 1962 amend
ments were heralded as the embodiment of a social work 
philosophy that authorized services with the objective of 
reducing or preventing welfare dependency. 

Delighted with President Kennedy's interest and that 
of his HEW secretary, welfare specialists left the 
impression that the so-called service amendments 
enacted in 1962 with their enthusiastic support 
would have a restraining effect on the growth of 
public assistance (Steiner 1971 :36). 

Viewing social services in terms of dependency reduction 
has characterized most statements of objectives since the 
early 1960s. In Chapter Four we will examine certain 
crystallized versions of these objectives as they have been 
incorporated into federal regulations. Suffice it to say here 
that in spite of the growing concern with the cost effective
ness of welfare programs in the late 1960s and the rejection 
of social services as the panacea for welfare problems, the 
goals of the ever-expanding social service programs con
tinued to be viewed publicly in terms of dependency 
reduction. 

Abstractio11s Versus Realities 

The high level of abstraction in discussing the goals of 
reducing dependency or increasing self-sufficiency, how
ever, comes up hard against the day-to-day realities of social 
services delivery systems. Much of the federal discussion of 
objectives has been idealistic and focused on the process of 
transforming a recipient into a productive member of 
society, whereas in actual practice social service refers to "a 
laundry list of noncash benefits (and sanctions) provided 
for (or imposed on) relief recipients as part of the contract 
of receiving assistance" (Heffernan 1973: 120). In effect, 
social services often mean the activities of caseworkers and 
social workers as they deal with a broad variety of problems 
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and mandated requirements. To some extent, the social 
service amendments merely provided opportunity for state 
welfare agencies to get federal money for what social 
workers had already been doing for some time. Indeed, 
whenever social services are categorized in state plans, the 
list is little more than a catalogue of social worker activities. 

Thus a critical problem is to move beyond the vagueness 
of abstract social service objectives like "self-sufficiency" or 
"strengthening family life" to realistic objectives linked to 
the actual character of social work activities. But that a 
delineation of such objectives would be a difficult task was 
demonstrated to us in our review of the activities of social 
workers themselves and in our examination of studies of 
differing perceptions of what these activities should and 
should not be . 

Findings of the Site Visits 

Our site visits in Texas revealed that the way case
workers perceive social services seems to be related to both 
professional training and time constraints. Two patterns 
were clear, each reflected in the way the caseworker spent 
most of his time : (I) there was an emphasis on child 
protective services, and (2) there was an emphasis on 
emergency or supplementary aid services for clients in need 
simply to provide subsistence level requirements. In many 
instances we found that, except for protective service cases, 
social worker services are perceived as a substitute for 
money, and seeking out hard goods and special purpose 
funds from public and private groups occupies much 
caseworker time. Cases are often handled on a crisis-to-crisis 
basis with the immediate need of one client for hard goods 
often overriding the lesser needs of another client for 
counseling and similar services. This seems to be especially 
true in rural areas where community referral resources are 
not readily available. Meeting subsistence level needs, 
coupled with expanding caseloads, can actually prevent the 
development of the ideal counseling relationship. When, on 
the other hand, client subsistence level needs are met, as 
through referral to other community agencies in urban 
areas, the caseworker's emphasis can shift to helping the 
client deal with himself and the world around him through 
a professional counseling relationship. More frequent and 
continual contacts become possible, but only when the 
client's basic physical needs have been met. 

Some Critical Questions 

Even this brief discussion of the day-to-day activities of 
caseworkers raises critical questions concerning the defini
tion and objectives of social services. Can the crisis-oriented 
activities of social workers be called social services? Can 
activities which result in the provision of basic needs be 
called social services? If so, what do these activities have to 
do with dependency reduction? 
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It would seem that in actual practice one objective of 
social services has been to meet subsistence needs not fully 
met by existing cash assistance programs. Under current 
regulations, a list of services meeting such an objective 
would include services to fill subsistence needs of families 
and children, foster care services, and homemaker services. 
Other specific services can be tied to the objective that 
social services should reduce dependency. These services 
include employment-related programs for welfare recipi
ents, self-support services for the handicapped, services to 
reduce births out of wedlock, and care for the children of 
those working or in training. 

DIFFERING PERCEPTIONS AND VALUES 

Any discussion of the problem of defining social services 
and social service objectives would be incomplete without 
considering the differing perceptions and values of social 
service agencies and their clients. Two studies indicate that 
service priorities of caseworkers and clients are often listed 
in reverse order. Caseworkers ranked family counseling and 
child protection near the top of their lists, while clients 
emphasized tangible emergency aid for housing or in times 
of illness or unemployment (Bloedorn et al. 1970: 19). Thus 
the services of highest priority to recipients are frequently 
the most difficult to provide. "Hard services," such as those 
involving housing or food, are expensive and are not 
provided directly by the caseworker. Yet it is these services 
that will enable clients to meet their own goals as they 
express them (Handler and Hollingsworth 1969 :406). In 
this sense, clients perceive services essentially as a substitute 
for money and would in fact prefer the money to the 
service. Under an income strategy, decisions concerning the 
priority and desirability of services would rest with the 
client.* This differs from the present service delivery 
strategy in which the caseworker plays a strong role in 
determining the services appropriate to meeting needs; 
although it is true that under the stress of emergencies, the 
caseworker moves closer to the client's perception of social 
service delivery than he would if he were to follow his 
professional theory. 

Although this discrepancy between the views of social 
worker and client toward services becomes a more serious 
problem when financial assistance under various welfare 
programs approaches the subsistence level (which is not the 
case in Texas), it remains a dilemma that all state welfare 
agencies should seriously consider. Should the objectives of 
a social service delivery system be shaped to reflect the 
desires and goals of recipients or continue to evolve in the 
direction of traditional casework philosophies? Should 
forums or lines of communication be established so that 
welfare clients themselves could play a role in shaping social 

*In 1973 an interagency task force was established in the Office 
of the Secretary of HEW specifically to study this possibility. 

service objectives and the state's service delivery systems of 
the future? 

Such questions are not academic or rhetorical: they 
relate directly to the issue of alternative service delivery 
strategies. One such strategy which the project considered 
might be termed the "cafeteria approach." The service 
worker would present to the client an inventory of available 
services, and the client would choose those he wanted. The 
chosen services would be more likely to meet the specific 
requirements perceived by the client. A related strategy 
would require clients participating in services of their own 
choice to share in the cost. Obviously, these alternatives 
differ from the ideal casework strategy which sees the 
caseworker as essential in providing the client with coun
seling and guidance on his way to a higher level of 
functioning or independence. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The critical issue around which the discussion of 
alternative service delivery strategies revolves is: what role 
should policymakers, caseworkers, and clients, respectively, 
play in establishing service priorities and objectives? 
Because the perceptions of these groups differ significantly, 
the research project team envisions certain changes as 
necessary to improve the social services delivery system in 
the State of Texas. 

First, it is vital that state-developed definitions of social 
services and goals be more clearly stated. At present, the 
state objectives are so broad and so similar to federal 
regulations that there is no feasible way to translate them 
into specific program goals. 

Second, consideration should be given to "co-planning" 
(Bloedorn et al. 1970) as a technique for integrating 
caseworker activities with client needs. At present in Texas, 
some client participation is required, but service plans are 
often hastily drawn with the client's participation limited 
to signing service request forms. Under co-planning, the 
client first articulates his own goals, and the caseworker 
then helps the client decide how to participate in available 
service activities so as to reach those goals. A prescription 
of services is then prepared by worker and client together. 
This strategy has a number of advantages: (I) it gives the 
client a greater sense of self-determination; (2) it helps to 
develop in the client the decision-making abilities essential 
to eventual self-sufficiency; (3) it realigns differing percep
tions and priorities concerning social services; and ( 4) it 
could provide the basis for a social services accountability 
system. On the basis of short-range goals defined at the 
client level, a "grass roots" approach to social services 
evaluation could be established. At the same time, it must 
be recognized that co-planning has limitations when dealing 
with children and clients unable to articulate their own 
needs and goals . 
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CHAPTER TWO 

THE SOCIAL SERVICES DELIVERY SYSTEM IN TEXAS 

LIMITATIONS IMPOSED BY 
FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

Current federal policy limits (with few exceptions) the 
delivery of social services with federal financial participa
tion to only that small portion of a given community's pop
ulation represented by the poor. Yet the poor are not the 
only persons who could benefit from expanded social 
services programs. Many services currently provided on 
a limited basis, such as family planning and day-care 
services, could be just as useful to other members of the 
community as they are to the poor. The same holds true for 
services to meet problems of alcoholism and drug abuse. 

The main reason for limited availability, besides cost 
considerations, is the widely held belief that the primary 
purpose of social services is to reduce dependence on 
welfare. The historical basis for this federal policy rests in 
the amendments to the Social Security Act discussed in 
Chapter One. The objectives of preventing and reducing 
dependence and encouraging self-care and self-support are 
clearly specified in the federal regulations developed to 
accompany those amendments. But over the last decade 
federal legislation and regulation (which will be discussed 
further in Chapter Three) have vacillated in their definition 
of the dependent population eligible for social services, and 
the trend now is in the direction of cutting down even 
further on the number of eligible persons. According to one 
interpretation of such recent restrictive changes, 

Social services...are to be limited to services for 
narrowly defined groups of recipients rendered 
through welfare departments and existing state 
agencies....The thrust toward providing services to 
persons on the margin of economic dependency ... 
has been blunted (Austin and Caulk 1972:6). 

This limitation underscores the importance of under
standing how social services are provided and how they 
are related to financial assistance programs. In Texas 
social services may be provided to recipients of financial 
assistance payments who need and request the services. 
Through state fiscal year 1972, past recipients for up to 
two years and potential recipients for up to five years could 
also qualify for social services if they had a low income and 
a potentially disabling condition . New proposed regula

tions, however, require that social services be restricted 
almost entirely to current welfare recipients. In fact, some 
analysts contend that the limitation is even greater than 
that. 

The implication in the new federal regulations is that 
social services are not necessarily needed by the aged, 
blind, and disabled poor except in specific cases of 
vocational rehabilitation for those under 65 years of 
age (Austin and Caulk 1972:7). 

THE SERVICE DELIVERY SYSTEM 
IN TEXAS 

The Texas DPW delivers social services in three different 
ways: (I) it provides services directly; (2) it purchases 
services frorn other state agencies; and (3) it contracts for 
services with private or local agencies. The general types of 
services delivered through this threefold system, as listed in 
the Social Services Handbook, are: (I) social services to 
families with dependent children (AFDC); (2) services to 
adults in the categories of Old Age Assistance {OAA), Aid 
to the Blind (AB), and Aid to the Permanently and Totally 
Disabled (APTD); (3) child protective services; and ( 4) child 
care services. (See Appendix A for a more detailed 
description of services.) In addition to these four categories, 
DPW also handles emergency crisis intervention services. 
The main services provided directly by DPW are child 
protective services (about 40 percent of all services), 
information and referral services, counseling, and local 
resources development. DPW has used its own social service 
funds primarily for salaries for caseworkers and for staff 
support. 

DPW purchases services from the following state 
agencies: 

Texas Education Agency, 
Texas Youth Council, 
Department of Mental Health/Mental Retardation, 
Department of Corrections, 
Department of Health, 
Department of Pardons and Paroles, 
The University of Texas Medical Schools, 
Commission on Alcoholism, and 
Department of Community Affairs. 
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These interagency purchase of service contracts resulted in 
claims for federal matching funds totaling $36,065 ,512 for 
the fourth quarter of fiscal 1972 (which have been 
received) and a total claim of $92 ,731 ,245 for the 
first three quarters of fiscal 1972 (still pending) (Beard: 
1973). The future of interagency public purchase of 
service contracts is in some doubt, however , because there 
is some sentiment in Washington that such contracts merely 
refinance existing state programs and should therefore be 
severely restricted. This sentiment is made concrete from 
time to time in proposed regulations. 

The term "private contracts" lumps together the other 
types of purchase of service contracts handled by the 
department. These contracts include: 

1. contracts with agencies financed solely by 
private funds; 

2. contracts with public and private agencies 
financed from Model Cities funds; 

3. contracts with public agencies financed from 
public funds ; and 

4. contracts with public and private agencies 
financed solely by federal funds. 

Each of these different types of private contracts 
requires a different contract procedure , even for provision 
of the same service. An example is the difference between a 
day-care contract in San Antonio, which is subcontracted 
to 17 neighborhood day-care facilities, and a day-care 
contract in Houston, which involves no subcontracting at 
all . Even though these contracts may be dissimilar in execu
tion, they share one aspect, viz, the absence of state monies. 
DPW uses private or local public funds and matches them 
with federal funds. The private or public organization pays 
an additional 5 percent of the total program costs to the 
DPW for administration of the contract. Private contracts 
average 125 a year . The continuance of this level of 
privately contracted services is also in some doubt because 
proposed federal regulations would disallow the use of 
private funds as a source for matching with federal funds . 

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
AND ELIGIBILITY 

The primary expenditures for welfare in Texas are direct 
financial assistance payments and medical benefits. Since 
the eligible recipient population for most social services 
under proposed regulations would become almost entirely a 
subset of the financial assistance recipient populations, it is 
necessary to investigate public assistance payments and the 
eligibility process for receiving them. 

Federal Requirements 

Within the federal limitations specified in the Social 

Security Act, the states are responsible for developing their 
own assistance payment programs involving federal finan
cial participation. The four assistance programs in Texas, as 
in most other states, are: (1) OAA, (2) AB, (3) APTD, and 
(4) AFDC (see page 7). As of January 1974, assistance 
payments to recipients in the first three categories are 
financed and administered by the federal government, 
leaving only the AFDC group under the joint federal-state 
arrangements described here. 

Although states administer these programs directly, they 
must meet certain federal requirements: 

(a) a person must be in need in order to receive 
assistance; 

(b) available income and resources must be con
sidered in determining the amount of assistance; 

(c) the program must be operated on a statewide 
basis; 

(d) the state must participate financially; and 
(e) the program must be administered by a single 

state agency. 

The state , however , has considered latitude over how 
programs are organized, who is eligible to benefit from 
them , and the level of assistance payments they will 
provide. In Texas, welfare decisions have usually been of a 
conservative nature. For example, there is as yet no 
AFDC-UF (unemployed fathers) program to aid poor 
families with unemployed male heads. This lack, together 
with restrictive eligibility criteria for the four assistance 
categories, explains why prior to federalization only a part 
of the Texas poor population had received public assistance . 

In determining need as a basis for eligibility for 
assistance payments, the state defines its own minimum 
standard of living against which the individual's or family's 
resources are measured. The amount of need is calculated as 
the difference between the total cost of living requirements 
under the state's standards and the individual's available 
resources. The state is not required, however, to pay the 
full difference . 

Determination of Need in Texas 

The standard of need in Texas is based on U.S. 
Department of Agriculture estimates of the monthly cost of 
a subsistence level food supply. This figure is multiplied by 
three to project total need which is then adjusted to allow 
for available income and other resources . The irony of this 
calculation in Texas is that, after need determination is 
developed based on bare subsistence estimates, the Depart
ment of Public Welfare is unable to pay 100 percent of that 
need because of the limitations imposed by the state 
constitutional ceiling on assistance payment expenditures. 
The percent actually paid against budgeted need drops as 
low as 75 percent for AFDC recipients. 
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This situation has been shaped to a substantial degree by 
the Texas constitution (article III, section 51-a) which 
provides for an expenditure ceiling on state funds for 
financial assistance payments issued to recipients under the 
four categorical programs. At present the appropriation 
limit is $80 million, and it covers all four programs. Texas is 
the only state with such a constitutional provision; most 
other states depend on their legislatures to set an appropria
tion limit. The Texas ceiling is crucial to this discussion 
because the resulting low assistance payments generate an 
increased need for many types of social services to 
supplement payments. The federalization of assistance 
payments in three out of four welfare programs should 
provide a new opportunity for raising the payment level for 
AFDC recipients to 100 percent of minimum need. Beyond 
this it can be hoped that the constitutional revision of 1974 
will lead to abolition of the artificial welfare ceiling. It is an 
anachronism that a modern state should legislate a rigid 
budgetary ceiling which prevents flexible adjustments of aid 
to the poor in response to actual need. In 1972 AFOC 
payments from state funds amounted to half of the ceiling 
authorized under the constitution for all welfare categories. 
Thus it might seem that for years to come the ceiling might 
prove adequate for future demands, particularly in light of 
federalization of the adult categories and a decline in AFOC 
recipients for the first time recorded in July 1972. But 
deteriorating economic and employment conditions could 
change this situation rapidly, and the state should be 
prepared for such contingencies. 

The Voice of the Texas Voter 

Thus the voters in Texas have the final word on an 
important aspect of welfare spending. In May 1971 they 
voiced that word in defeating an amendment to article III 
of the Texas constitution which sought to remove from 
under the expenditure ceiling OAA, AB, and APTD, and to 
lower the ceiling to $ 5 5 million to cover AFDC. Moreover, 
the Texas DPW has had no success in challenging the 
restrictions placed on spending for the four categorical 
programs. For DPW a major consequence of the 
payment ceiling has been an inability to participate fully in 
available federal matching programs because the state funds 
themselves are so limited. The net low assistance payments 
impede the realization of a basic expectation of welfare 
programs, i.e., to provide welfare recipients with the means 
to achieve self-support. 

As a result Texas ranks low among the 50 states in the 
level of average payments. Note the following statements 
taken from the Annual Report ofDPW for 1972: 

Texas ranked 47th among the states in average 
OAA payments; 
Texas ranked 46th among the states in average AB 
payments; 

Texas ranked 38th among the states in the average 
AFDC payment per family; and 
Texas ranked 46th among the states in the average 
amount of grants to the disabled (DPW 
1972: 119-122). 

The Neglected Potential of Social Services 

What then of social services? Conceivably, a state with 
low assistance payments could substantially expand its 
social services in an attempt to make .up for the income gap. 
In Texas, however, only a limited attempt has been made to 
utilize social services in this manner. Not only is the 
financial assistance population a subset of the total poor 
population, but the recipients of social services comprise 
only a subset of the financial assistance population. To the 
extent that this situation results from the lack of services or 
information about services and not the refusal of services, 
the existing social service delivery system is failing to meet 
even its most basic objectives. 

One way to determine the extent to which recipients of 
financial assistance are also supplied with social services is 
to look at the numbers served as reported by DPW. In 
August 1972, there were 331,000 children in 120,000 
families receiving assistance payments in Texas through 
AFOC programs (DPW 1972:4). At the same time, a 
variety of social services were provided to only 51,000 
children in 25 ,000 families (DPW 1972: 18). In other words, 
services during a random month were delivered to about 20 
percent of the AFOC caseload in Texas. The delivery gap is 
actually wider than this, because 41 percent of the above 
mentioned services are protective in nature and are pro
vided irrespective of client income (DPW 1972:18). This 
rough analysis indicates that substantially less than 25 
percent of the active AFDC recipient caseload actually 
received social services during August 1972. Our analysis 
further suggests that (a) DPW lacks sufficient resources to 
serve even active welfare recipients, and (b) social services 
are not even implicitly intended for all current welfare 
recipients. Each of these factors has an effect on the gap 
between services provided and actual assistance payment 
caseloads. 

Supplemental Programs in Texas 

In addition to social services as defined by federal 
regulations, a few supplemental programs providing services 
are in existence. Texas has, for example, a Medical 
Assistance Program for persons receiving welfare payments. 
The federalization of adult assistance payments will have a 
substantial impact on this program because larger numbers 
of recipients are expected for whose medical care the state 
will continue to be responsible. The federal food stamp 
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program-in effect a special form of cash assistance- has 
recently been made available on a statewide basis for both 
welfare recipients and other poor persons. The state is also 
providing funds in the 1973-74 appropriation bill for the 
needs of the elderly for transportation and foster home 
care. 

CONCLUSION 

This review of financial assistance and social services 
in Texas has pointed up flaws which the legislature and 
DPW should give serious attention to correcting. As of this 
writing, current federal pressures, new federal regulations, 
and a reform-oriented state legislature could provide a 
unique opportunity for DPW to advocate or take action on 
a number of welfare reforms to improve the delivery of 
welfare and social services in the State of Texas. Based on 
the descriptive and analytical material in Chapters One and 

Social Services Delivery in Texas 

Two, we recommend urgent consideration of the following 
revisions in Texas welfare policies: 
• DPW should take an active role vis~-vis the people, the 

governor, and the legislature in describing the actual con
ditions of welfare recipients in the State of Texas and 
the extent to which needs remain unmet; 

• DPW should advocate that the legislature take two steps 
immediately to alleviate welfare and social services 
problems in the State of Texas: ( 1) abolish the constitu
tional ceiling on payments in the categorical assistance . 
programs; and (2) implement the major federal welfare 
program not yet a reality in Texas, i.e., AFDC-UF, a 
program which would meet the needs of many poor 
families with unemployed male heads; 

• DPW should undertake a full-scale public information 
campaign to insure that all individuals potentially eligible 
for welfare and social services know what sources of · 
help exist. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RECENT FEDERAL WELFARE ACTIONS AFFECTING 
THE SOCIAL SERVICES DELIVERY SYSTEM IN TEXAS 

WELFARE AND THE CHANGING 
POLITICAL ENVIRONMENT 

In 1965 Gunner Myrdal wrote as follows about the 
evolving social conscience in the United States: 

A drastic change in American attitudes toward the 
social problem is under way. The nation is finally
and rather suddenly-becoming prepared to accept 
the welfare state . . ..Broad policy measures which a 
few years ago would have seemed to . be radical and 
unacceptable are now rapidly becoming a part of 
practical policy (Moynihan 1968). 

Such was the political climate surrounding welfare in the 
early days of the War on Poverty when a concerted effort 
was made in the Johnson Administration to come to grips 
with poverty in the United States. Not quite 10 years later, 
however, a different political mood overtook the evolving 
welfare state , a mood characterized by greater emphasis on 
limiting welfare through such measures as work require
ments, program controls, and increased efforts to evaluate 
program effectiveness. 

The climate changed for a number of reasons. First, 
because of the failure to develop evaluation procedures, 
which would show evidence of the effectiveness of the 
anti-poverty program of the 1960s in reducing poverty. 
Interest in anti-poverty program evaluation is now increas
ing rapidly . Second, the Nixon Administration views anti
poverty welfare policy primarily in terms of a "work-ethic," 
self-support orientation. Third, there is currently a move
ment to reassert states' rights and to establish between 
the states and the national government a new funding 
and decision-making relationship. Optimism concerning 
the apparent simplicity of the poverty problem and 
the ease of solving it has been replaced by a pessimistic 
reluctance to attack its complexities. This mood of pessi
mism is currently being translated into pragmatically 
oriented federal and state policies in appropriations for 
such welfare related activities as social services and work 
programs for welfare recipients. 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF SOCIAL 
SERVICES EXPENDITURES 

Concern over growing state claims for federal social 

service reimbursement during 1970 and 1971 precipitated a 
number of important changes with regard to social services 
operation and evaluation. A cost analysis of social services 
for federal FY 1971 contracted for HEW from Touche Ross 
and Co. reported an unprecedented $1.642 billion in social 
services expenditures during that period (Touche Ross 
1971 : 3). This important study further stimulated fedenil 
concern over social services with its projections of addi
tional growth in expenditures. The report included the 
following recommendation : 

The first concept absolutely essential to future 
approaches to cost reporting and cost effectiveness is 
uniform operational definitions of social services. 
Accurate and reliable reporting of social services 
requires definitions that are clear and concise in an 
operational sense. 

(The) 1969 and 1970 definitions of services con
tained in the federal regulations are too broad to 
accomplish this purpose . Moreover, additional clarifi
cation material has never been issued which contains 
service definitions worded so as to sufficiently mini
mize ambiguity and overlap while also specifying 
when the delivery of service begins and ends. Without 
such operational clarifications, state and local 
agencies will continue to define service programs 
using their own terminology to interpret the federal 
regulations social services definition. The fact that 
this is occurring is the primary reason why past 
reporting of service data has often been unreliable in 
terms of making comparisons (Touche Ross 
1971 :66). 

Such criticism of the exisiting social .service administra
tion and regulations was taken seriously by HEW. A 
Planning Guidance Memorandum from the office of the 
secretary for the FY 1973 budget included the following 
excerpt dealing with HEW plans for modifying the regu
lations: 

What social service guideline changes should be made 
and what are their implications? ... considering (a) 
purchasing of services provided by welfare institu
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tions, (b) using private funds and in-kind contribu
tions as the non-federal share of expenditures...( d) 
authorizing exemptions to statutory requirements 
that social services be provided in all political 
subdivisions of the state (HEW 1971 :I B7). 

Planning within HEW for restrictive changes in the 
allegedly broad and ambiguous existing regulations began 
later in 197 l. Ironically, at that very time many states were 
making use for the first time of the new sources of federal 
social service funding available through private contracts 
and the public purchase of services through interagency 
agreements. For that reason, state claims for federal 
reimbursements continued to grow rapidly. Texas is but 
one example of the attempts made by states to receive 
retroactive federal reimbursement for service expenditures 
before the more restrictive regulations took effect (see the 
case study in Appendix B). The significance of such claims 
in the short run can be seen in respect to Texas' budgetary 
planning process for FY 1974-75, because receipt of $90 
million for the first three quarters of FY 1972 is still 
uncertain. 

Attempts to redefine social services and to limit federal 
spending for social services through revision of the regula
tions gained additional momentum in 1972. Drafts of 
revisions of existing regulations reached the states on 
several occasions between early 1972 and the final printing 
for formal comment in the Federal Register on February 
16, 1973. The draft regulations received by the states in the 
late spring of 1972 have less importance now in light of the 
passage later that year of the Social Security Amendments 
of 1972 (H.R. 1) and the Revenue Sharing Act. However, it 
is worthwhile to note the attempts to define and control 
social services in this early draft of regulations. The new 
tool for achieving this objective was a more explicit 
goal-oriented depiction of the social service system rede
fining existing services in terms of removing barriers to 
client self-support, self-care, community based care , and 
institutional care. Also included in this version were 
management requirements for a state Program and Finan
cial Plan. 

The 5ocial Security Amendments of 1972 and the 
Revenue Sharing Act intervened between the earlier draft 
regulations and the later draft regulations of November 
1972 and February 1973. Because these more recent draft 
regulations were designed in response to the 1972 legisla
tion, it is appropriate to analyze congressional action before 
reviewing the more recent drafts. 

THE REVENUE-SHARING ACT AND THE 
SOCIAL SERVICES CEILING 

Uses of Revenue-Sharing Funds 

Under provisions of the State and Local Fiscal Assis-

Recent Federal Welfare Actions 

tance Act of 1973 (P.L. 92-512), revenue-sharing funds can 
be used by state or local governments for capital expendi
tures related to social welfare purposes, such as construc
tion or purchase of multi-service welfare centers. It is specif
ically stated that such funds can also be used by local 
governments for operations and maintenance costs relating 
to social services for the poor or aged. However, revenue
sharing funds cannot be used, even "indirectly," to obtain 
federal matching funds for social services. 

The revenue-sharing bill appropriated $30.l billion to be 
disbursed over a five-year period to the 50 states and more 
than 38,000 local communities. Texas state and local 
governments were allocated approximately $244.5 million 
in retroactive payments for calendar year 1972. One-third 
of those funds was given to the state government and 
two-thirds to local governments. All revenue-sharing funds 
are allocated through normal, legislative appropriation 
processes. The state can spend its money as it chooses, 
subject to the following requirements: (1) the state 
government must maintain existing levels of transfer 
payments to local governments; (2) the state must practice 
non-discrimination and conform to the Davis-Bacon Act in 
spending the money; (3) revenue-sharing funds cannot be 
used to obtain other federal matching funds; ( 4) planned 
and actual expenditures must be advertised in the news 
media before and after expenditure. Consequently, revenue
sharing funds will be used in ways more acceptable to the 
general public, and this could greatly restrict the extent to 
which they are used to meet the welfare needs of the poor 
in Texas. 

Early in 1973 the Legislative Budget Board (LLB) 
submitted recommendations for revenue-sharing allocations 
to the Texas legislature for FY 1974-75. This appears to be 
the only plan that has been drafted for spending revenue
sharing funds in Texas. In I 972 former Governor Preston 
Smith created the Texas Revenue Sharing Council, but the 
council has not been convened by incumbent Governor 
Dolph Briscoe. An Office of Revenue Sharing has been 
established in the Department of Community Affairs but 
only to provide advice to local governments. It appears to 
be the belief of the LLB that the law prohibits the use of 
revenue-sharing funds by DPW for social services or welfare 
because of the prohibition against indirect matching. The 
research project ' s examination of the law does not bear this 
out. A variety of welfare uses are apparently legal, including 
capital expenditures for multiple-service centers and other 
expenses where it can be demonstrated that revenue-sharing 
funds have not been substituted for state matching funds. It 
should even be possible to use revenue-sharing funds for 
social services supported entirely by the state . However, 
early experience indicates that only small fractions of 
allocated revenue-sharing funds are spent on social services 
or welfare, and this reflects a national trend. According to a 
study conducted by the Tax Foundation of New York City 

12 



Recent Federal Welfare Actions 

only 1.6 percent went for social services and 1.1 percent for 
health care (NY Times 1974:30). 

Section 11 30 of the Social Security Act 

Section 301 (a) of the revenue-sharing act adds to the 
Social Security Act a new Section 1130 which has had a 
major effect on the provision of the social services and their 
future outlook. First, this section imposes a $2.5 billion 
ceiling on social service expenditures, the money to be 
allotted to states on the basis of population and of services 
actually delivered. The estimated limit for Texas in 1973 is 
$139 million. This is $40.5 million less than the estimated 
need for that year. However, emergency services to families 
with dependent children and supportive services related to 
the Work Incentive Program (WIN) are outside this ceiling. 

Second, the new section provides that not more than l 0 
percent of federal funds paid to a state for service 
expenditures may be for services to individuals who are not 
current applicants* for or recipients of financial assistance 
except for the following services: 

1 . child care; 
2 . family planning services; 
3. services to the mentally retarded; 
4. services to drug addicts; 
5. services to alcoholics; and 
6. services to children in foster care . 

This means that states may, as they have done in the past, 
provide these exempt services to current applicants for and 
recipients of financial assistance and to past and potential 
recipients in any proportion in which they may occur . For 

. other nonexempt services, only 10 percent of the cost of 
services provided may be for past and potential recipients if 
a state is to receive federal matching for all the services it 
provides. A state may choose to provide additional services 
to past and potential recipients, but the federal government 
will not participate in financing them. 

Third, section 1130 reduces to 50 percent the matching 
rate for emergency services to families with dependent 
children, effective July 1972. The 90 percent matching rate 
for services authorized under WIN continues. 

In·response to criticism of the social service ceiling and 
the 10 percent eligibility rule, HEW claimed that states 
could rechannel federal funds into new or existing programs 
by meeting new standards for federal financial participa
tion. But it now seems clear that the federal intent was to 
limit even further the funds states can receive under this 
program. Consistent with this view, HEW proceeded tO 

*An applicant for aid or assistance means a person who has 
applied for OAA, AFDC , APTD, or AABD and requires services 
before eligibility for such aid or assistance is determined . Applicant 
status ceases as soon as eligibility has been determined. 

propose new social service regulations with two objectives 
in mind: 

1. to make these social service regulations consistent 
with the Revenue Sharing Bill and H.R. 1, the 
Social Security Amendments of 1972; and 

2. to limit federal liability for social services in FY 
197 4 to $1.8 billion, even less than the legislated 
$2.5 billion ceiling (Cardwell 1973). 

H.R. . 1 

Federalization of the Adult Ca~egories 

Perhaps the most significant change made by the So~ial 
Security Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-603, usually . 
referred to as H .R. 1) is the federalization of the "adult 
categories" i.e. , AB, APTD , and OAA. Effective in 1974, 
the federal government will take over financial payments 
under these categories to create a centrally administered 
system o{ financial assistance, However , social serVices 
for adult recipients will continue to be provided through 
federal/state financing and by state administrations. The . 
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program to provide 
uniform payments to· recipients in the adult categories 
across the nation will be administered by the Social 
Security Administration. 

Texas will save money when the federal government 
takes over the adult categories, but other provisions of this 
same law will require increased state spending. Texas' 
financial and administrative responsiblities for the AFDC 
program will remain unchanged . Texas will continue to be ·· 
responsible for its share of Medicaid for all recipients-those 
eligible under the new SSI program as well as under 
AFDC- and state responsibility will continue for the 
provision of social services to all recipients. 

Most Texas recipients now receiving aid under the three 
adult categories will receive an increase in income under the 
SSI program. Originally the law as enacted denied food 
stamps to those recipients and negated the anticipated gain 
in actual income, but recent legislative action has re-opened 
the food stamp program to SSI recipients. 

Increased Eligibilities 

More of the aged, blind , and disabled will be covered 
under the more lenient eligibility rules of the SSI program. 
A recent governor's task force on H.R. 1 estimated that in 
Texas the number of aged receiving payments will double 
within two years, and the number of blind and disabled 
receiving payments will triple in that time (Interdepartment 
Task Force, hereafter referred to as ITF, 1973:4) . Although 
these expanded caseloads will not affect the state in relation 
to financial payments, they will have serious effects on the 
provision of medical and social services to newly eligible 
cash assistance recipients. 
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The state has two alternatives in providing medical RECENT RESTRICTIVE SOCIAL 
assistance to the newly eligible: (1) it may provide the same SERVICE REGULATIONS 
medical assistance that it provides to recipients under 
existing programs, or (2) it may use a "spend down" 
mechanism in which it can "retain eligibility requirements 
which were in effect January 1972, but cover all individuals 
who meet such requirements when they 'spend down' their 
available income on medical expenses until they reach the 
level that would have made them eligible for coverage in 
January 1972" (ITF 1973:5). The state recently decided to 
adopt the first option, mainly because the second is 
cumbersome to administer. 

The drastic estimated increase in the adult caseload in 
Texas will also affect the state's provision of social services. 
Even if Texas were to provide the only limited level of 
social services to the newly eligible recipients that it 
provides to those currently eligible, it would have to double 
state expenditures for those services. 

Family Planning Services 

H.R. 1 also requires that states provide family planning 
services to all cash assistance recipients. The rate of federal 
financial participation in family planning services has been 
increased to 90 percent effective January 1973. H.R. 1 also 
requires that medical screening and diagnosis be provided to 
all AFDC children under 21 years of age. The penalty for 
failure to provide these services is reduction in federal 
funds. Less because of the financial penalties than because 
of the human tragedies that lack of these services can cause, 
the research project strongly recommends that Texas offer 
these services on a statewide basis. (See the Recommenda
tions in Chapter Two.) 

The Impact Summarized 

The governor's task force on H.R. l has tallied its 
positive and negative fiscal effects on Texas (ITF 1973:9). 
The positive fiscal effects (savings to Texas) are $38.4 
million in state FY 197 4, and $55 .3 million in state FY 
1975. The negative fiscal effects (costs to Texas) fall within 
a broad range because of the options available to the state 
and possible HEW interpretations of the law. The range is 
from $33.3 million to $78.5 million in state FY 1974, and 
from $48.I million to $121 million in FY 1975. In 
summary, the impact of H.R. 1 upon Texas can range from 
a decrease in expenditures of $5 .2 million to an increase in 
expenditures of $40.9 million in 197 4, and from a decrease 
in expenditures of $7 .2 million to an increase in expendi
tures of $66.5 million in 1975. At best, H.R . 1 will free 
only a limited amount of dollars for other purposes, and at 
worst, H.R. 1 could cost Texas substantial sums of money. 
The results of H.R. 1 are therefore disappointing to those 
who hoped it would significantly ease the states' burden in 
the provision of welfare and social services. 

A stream of consecutive drafts of revised social service 
regulations, published in 1972 and 1973, were based in part 
on the legislative changes just discussed. The new regula
tions were designed to accomplish certain aims of the 
current administration: (1) to limit the rapid growth in 
state claims for social services expenditures; (2) to eliminate 
programs which are not successfully meeting stated or 
implicit objectives; and (3) to insure that all programs are 
controlled and evaluated. Pressures from the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) have played a key role in 
these changes. OMB and HEW actions taken together raise 
the question : to what extent do federal administrators 
have the latitude to devise restrictive regulations above and 
beyond the intent of the law? 

In mid-November of 1972, new draft regulations for 
social services were issued which reflected the Revenue 
Sharing Act and H.R. 1. This version adhered to the 
"barrier removal" philosophy of an earlier 1972 draft. It 
also maintained the same broad structure as the earlier draft 
and the existing 1969 regulations: 

Part 200 - Family Services; 
Part 222 - Adult Services; and 
Part 226 - Purchase of service requirements. 

A new Part 223, Planning and Management System Require
ments was added (it had first been included in an August 
1972 version of the regulations). 

A number of new restrictions and changes appeared in 
the November 1972 draft. More changes in the social service 
regulations were still to come before the actual printing of 
a version in February 1973 for comment. These additional 
restrictions were based on a desire within HEW to tighten 
the regulations so that states would not be able to spend up 
to their allocations under the social services ceiling. This 
can be seen in the following HEW memo: 

HEW revised its proposed regulations .. . to constrain 
the fiscal year 1974 federal liability to $1.8 billion 
within the $2.5 billion limitation.. . and is under 
substantial pressure from OMB to complete the job 
and publish regulations for comm.ent as soon as 
possible (HEW 1973). 

Specific areas where additional limitations were being 
considered included the elimination of legal and certain 
other services, and the restriction of the definitions of 
"former" and "potential" classifications to even shorter 
periods of time. The attempts to administratively limit 

14 



expenditures below a congressionally set ceiling has been 
severely criticized by the states, the American Public 
Welfare Association, and several Congressional committees. 

Before considering the major sections of the regulations 
printed in February 1973, it is appropriate to discuss HEW 
strategy for presenting the regulations. According to Mr. 
Tom Joe, former special assistant to the Undersecretary of 
HEW, Secretary Caspar Weinberger on becoming head of 
HEW in early 1973 decided to release the regulations in two 
phases. The first phase, printed in February for comment, 
covered social services definitions, restrictions, and related 
matters. The second phase, intended to cover reporting, 
monitoring, and evaluation requirements, is being rewritten 
by Weinberger's staff; and final release dates are so 
uncertain that it is possible that this phase could ultimately 
be dropped altogether. Thus the social service regulations as 
printed on February 16, 1973 do not deal with social 
services management considerations, but are limited to defi
nitions of allowable services and activities. The barrier
removal approach is still in evidence, although limited to a 
discussion of self-support and self-sufficiency goals. Parts 
220, 222, and 226 are replaced with a new more compre
hensive Part 221, except that the regulations of Part 220 on 
WIN and child welfare protection services remain in force. 

The congressional ceiling of $2.5 billion is recognized in 
the regulations as well as the method of allocation to the 
states by population. But because of delays in the changes, 
states are allowed up to $50 million each for the first 
quarter of fiscal 1973. Also recognized is the 10 percent 
limitation on services to clients who are not current 
applicants for or recipients of financial assistance except for 
five exempt classifications of employment-related day 
care for children, family planning services, services for the 
mentally retarded, services to drug addicts and alcoholics, 
and foster care for children. This provision presents one of 
the most drastic changes by restricting services to past and 
potential welfare recipients to periods of three and six 
months respectively. In the past, two and five years were 
the periods allowed, thus making possible delivery of 
services in high poverty neighborhoods on an areawide 
basis. The new regulations require assessment of eligibility 
in each individual case. Furthermore, eligibility must be 
redetermined quarterly for current recipients and even 
more often for those defined as past or potential. In 
addition, a former or potential recipient would have to have 
an income no greater than 133.3 percent of his state's 
welfare payments level, and assets not higher than those 
allowed an actual welfare recipient. The 1969 regulations 
had no income or assets test. 

According to the new Part 221, purchases of service 
agreements are allowable with other state and local agencies 
as long as these agencies are public. But claims may not be 
accepted if services purchased are available elsewhere 
without cost or if the public funds used for state matching 
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purposes are actually federal funds. Quite significantly, 
private funds or in-kind contributions may no longer be 
used as the state share in acquiring federal matching. This 
means serious cutbacks for many state and local service 
programs. 

The proposed regulations limit the states to reimburse
ment for 17 defined types of social services. Previously, 
states were free to define their own social services provided 
they complied with the general goals of the service 
program. Another major change concerns the range of 
services to be offered: under the old regulations states were 
required to provide services in more than a dozen areas. The 
proposed regulations under Title IV-A Family Services 
require only three services: family planning, child foster 
care, and child protective services. For adults all of the 
allowable services are optional. (See Appendix C for a 
listing of defined services, mandatory services, and optional 
services). Finally, each service for either the family or adult 
categories is defined in the regulations more explicitly than 
in earlier drafts, although still in rather broad terms. Goals, 
however, are less clearly defined, and evaluation system 
requirements are broad and vague. 

April 1, 1973 was originally scheduled as the date for 
this set of regulations to go into effect. Supporters of these 
tightened regulations contend that it is the ineffective 
services that are being reduced. The welfare recipient , they 
say, will have more determination over his life, and his 
needs will actually be better served. Support for this 
argument rests in part on the federalization and standardi
zation of the adult assistance grant programs. The intent of 
the administration was summed up on May 8, 1973 in 
testimony before the Senate Finance Committee by 
Secretary Weinberger: 

The purpose of social services had become distorted 
over the past 17 years... .Instead of focusing on 
persons receiving public assistance, social services had 
become a program available to a much larger group 
through loose regulations defining eligibility for 
former and potential recipients (National Journal 
Reports, hereafter referred to as NJR, 197 3: 1134 ). 

On the other side, welfare organizations and clients as 
well as state administrators expressed adamant opposition 
to the new regulations. This opposing viewpoint is sum
marized in a recent statement by Mr. Guy Justice, former 
Executive Director of the American Public Welfare 
Association: 

The National Administration is riding a wave of 
antiwelfare sentiment, and transforming nationwide 
confusion over welfare goals and objectives into a 
punitive, restrictive, and regressive set of regulations. 
We are going to have to struggle to hold onto the 
programs we have, and in so doing let the public 
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know where we stand. The ultimate victims will be 
our clients (Justice 1973). 

Thus the scene was set for an intense fight that raged 
throughout 1973 between the administration and a welfare 
alliance of governors, members of Congress, and welfare 
rights organizations. At the time of final revision of this 
report-winter 1974-the ultimate outcome of the conflict 
was unknown but the long period of uncertainty about 
federal requirements for social services programs did result 
in drastic curtailment of program activities as shown in the 
following compilation of estimates of the federal share of 
social services expenditures for FY 1973 (APWA 1973:3): 

as of August 1972 (prior to ceiling) $4.683 billion 
as of November 1972 $2 .336 billion 
as of February 1973 $2.092 billion 
as of May 1973 $1.791 billion 
as of August 1973 $1 .666 billion 

The savings thus achieved surpass even the goal HEW had 
set for itself following the introduction of the $2.5 billion 
ceiling. The agency had estimated in November 1972 that 
through "administrative reforms" it could reduce expendi
tures in FY 1973 to $ l .90S billion. "If saving money is the 
name of the game, HEW should exceed its goal in FY 1973 
by at least another $200 million" (APWA 1973:4). The 
mere fact of continuing the battle throughout 1973 assured 
the administration victory in its major objective: to curtail 
funds in what it called a "run-away" social services program 
under "loosely-drawn" regulations. Only a few highlights of 
the 1973 confrontation can be mentioned here. 

Following the February release of proposed new social 
services regulations, HEW received over 200,000 letters 
protesting them. A social services coalition of some 16 
national organizations was formed in March to plan 
concerted opposition to the HEW regulatory proposals. On 
March 19, the Washington law firm of Covington & Burling 
filed on behalf of 17 states a I 03-page document detailing 
how the proposals would alter existing policies, force 
cutbacks in social services, violate Congressional acts and 
intentions, and contravene basic administration goals and 
philosophies. On May 1, HEW published "final regulations" 
to be effective July I. In response to the major objections 
raised, three changes were made: (I) former and potential 
recipients with an income not exceeding I SO percent of a 
state's welf~re payment standard are eligible to receive 
social services; in addition, child day care can be provided 
on a sliding fee basis to families whose income is between 
l SO and 233 percent of the standard; (2) private funds, 
such as United Way funds , again qualify for receiving 
federal matching funds, but stricter administrative controls 
against abuses are introduced: and (3) the periodic recertifi
cation of service recipients is changed from three months to 

six months. On June 1, HEW further amended the 
regulations by including a $30 income disregard for 
potential AFDC recipinets and a cumbersome formula for 
computing nonexempt resources (APWA 1973:4). 

Neither the social services coalition nor the principal 
Congressional committees (Ways and Means in the House 
and Finance in the Senate) were satisfied with these 
concessions. Congress, therefore, took the unusual step of 
imposing a moratorium until November 1 on the new social 
services regulations. Senator Russell B. Long, Chairman of 
the Senate Finance Committee, justified this intervention in 
the executive task of policy implementation by saying, "It 
appears that, as an economy move, this Administration by 
regulations intends to cut back drastically in the social 
services program, far beyond anything that Congress 
intended" (NJR 1974: 1133). The moratorium was to 
provide time for new legislative action or for changes in the 
regulations acceptable to both the Finance Committee and ' 
the Ways and Means Committee. It was indicated that the 
committees themselves might rewrite the regulations in the 
event HEW did not come forward with satisfactory changes. 
Congress also decided to exempt a sixth category of 
services-those provided for the aged, blind, and disabled
from the requirement that 90 percent of services be 
provided to current applicants for or recipients of public 
assistance. 

President Nixon on signing P.L. 93-66 on July 9, 1973, 
objected to · the delay in implementing the regulations as an 
act which "infringes on the separation-of-powers doctrine." 
Nevertheless, on July 26 after three weeks of uncertainty 
and confusion for states and clients, HEW announced 
postponement of the regulations until November. 

On September 10 still another version of HEW proposed 
regulations was released suggesting, among others, the 
following changes: ( 1) states were required to provide 
alternatives, such as homemaker and chore services, to 
institutionalization of individuals; (2) family planning 
services were to be made available to all females of 
child-bearing age meeting financial eligibility standards; (3) 
the income disregard for potential AFDC recipients was 
raised to $60; and ( 4) a new social services goal of 
strengthening family life was added and provided justifica
tion for delivery of family planning and other services 
intended to prevent child abuse and neglect. 

These changes did not result from any negotiations with 
the two Congressional committees because the administra
tion refused to engage in them. The committees, conse
quently, did not approve the September l 0 regulations. Nor 
did regulations published in the Federal Register of October · 
31-the day preceding the end of the moratorium- fare any 
better. The October regulations included a number of 
changes intended to be responsive to Congressional con
cerns voiced during the summer. In addition to the 
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September provisions, HEW now made three conces
sions: ( 1) the definition of a potential recipient was 
changed from a six-month to a one-year period; (2) 
information and referral services were included as defined 
services to be provided to any individual without regard to 
eligibility for assistance; and (3) the range of legal services 
was expanded to include paternity cases and child support 
and adoption. The new regulations were to take effect on 
November 1. 

In the meantime several Congressional activities had 
been initiated aimed at superceding or bypassing the social 
services regulations proposed by the administration. One 
effort (S. 2528), spearheaded by Senator Mondale, was to 
liberalize implementation of the social services program by 
leaving to the states a wide margin of decision and 
interpretation, subject only to restraints on refinancing and 
concentration on current recipients. On October 4 the 
Finance Committee voted to postpone new HEW regula
tions until January 1, 1974, but later withdrew this 
provision. It also approved a one-time-only $1.9 billion 
ceiling on federal expenditures for the social services 
program. This was close to the Administration's own 
request for 1974 and thus seemed to forestall the possi
bility of a Presidential veto on the basis of budgetary 
considerations. 

Late in October Secretary Weinberger finally succeeded 
in breaking up the social services coalition by holding out 
to the states the possibility of transforming the social 
services allocation into a "social services revenue-sharing 
fund." Such a provision was substituted for the Mondale 
amendments in H.R. 3153 (the House version of S. 2528) 
by vote of the Senate Finance Committee on October 30. 
Since no guarantees were given that the funds provided 
would be concentrated on those actually in need, the new 
compromise was vehemently opposed by several governors 
and the welfare organizations represented in the now 
crippled coalition. In the end the bill did not pass, and 
Senator Mondale asked for suspension of the HEW social 
services regulations for two months. Disregarding Secretary 
Weinberger's protests, Congress decided just before 
Christmas recess (H.R. 11333, December 21, 1973) to 
suspend the HEW regulations for a full year until January 1, 
1975. During 1974, therefore, the old 1969 regulations will 
continue to be in force, but limited by the social services 
ceiling of the Revenue Sharing Act. 

CONCLUSION: FEDERAL VACILLATION 
AND THE TEXAS SITUATION 

The past year has seen a drastic curtailment in federal 
funds available for poverty programs in general and social 
services in particular. Even the highly acclaimed H.R. 1 in 
its final version means, at best, short-range and small 
reductions in the amounts states must spend on welfare. 

And in the long run it may well result in major increases in 
the state funds required for such programs as medical 
benefits and social services. Although the states have 
received revenue-sharing funds, most of the states. are 
reluctant to spend them in the welfare area. This is due · 
both to the political visibility of revenue-sharing expendi
tures and to the fear that putting such funds into 
continuing projects could result in the states becoming 
solely responsible for their support when and if revenue
sharing funds are withdrawn. Furthermore, the no-matching 
requirement means that the kinds of projects in the welfare 
area for which states will expend revenue-sharing funds are 
limited. Funds available for social services are further 
restricted by the federal ceiling and restrictive regulations. 

The analysis of recent federal changes affecting state and 
social services delivery in this chapter suggests a trend in the 
direction of more restrictive, though vacillating, federal 
policy. Moreover, federal policy development in the social 
service area has been characterized by inconsistent objec
tives and consistently unmet deadlines. Administrative 
directives for social services were both to cut costs and to 
produce more effective programs, yet these are to some 
extent contradictory objectives. In addition, federal efforts 
to quantify and measure social services have thus far been 
ambiguous. Laws have reached their effective dates withou·i: 
any supportive federal regulations, and even when regula
tions are finally released, they repeatedly exceed the intent 
of the law. 

The result of this federal vacillation on existing state 
planning processes has been disastrous. It has often been 
necessary to plan state compliance to federal laws without 
guidelines, and states have either planned compliance in 
hopes that their responses would be in line with eventually 
released regulations or have done nothing. In both cases, it 
is the welfare and social service recipient who suffers. 
Across the nation the social services p;ogram is 

now off balance, slowed down, and set back to an 
extent difficult to assess at this point in time. For 
more than a year the program in every state has 
lurched from uncertainty to crisis, while administra
tors and program planners have operated with con
tinuous apprehension, confusion, and sheer specula
tion as to probable program content and allowable 
costs (APWA 1973:2). 

In Texas this situation has resulted in much duplicative 
staff effort and time spent inefficiently on changes never 
implemented. The effects on staff morale and interest in 
innovative policy research and action has been negative. 
Furthermore, the problems on the federal scene have 
severely hampered the DPW budgetary process. Cost esti
mates must be frequently revised and resubmitted as federal 
changes affect the numbers of eligible recipients and types 
of programs available. 
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·Opportunities for Texas 

It is a part of this dilemma, that along with its 
unfortunate effects certain opportunities exist for the 
State of Texas as a result of the federal situation. The 
federalization of the adult categories will, at least in the 
short run, free state funds for other expenditures. In this 
regard we have recommended that the State of Texas pay 
100 percent of budgeted need for AFDC recipients. The 
state will also have the opportunity to plan programs for 
newly-eligible recipients under the federalization. H.R. 1 
provides the opportunity for expanded family planning and 
child health services. Revenue sharing provides additional 
funds which can be used by the state for certain types of 
social service programs. Special purpose revenue sharing-if 
passed- may allow states to do even more to expand social 
services. 

Recent Federal Welfare Actions 

Finally, and perhaps most significantly, social service 
accounting requirements provide the impetus for the State 
of Texas to develop a comprehensive system for delivering 
and evaluating its complete range of social services, beyond 
federal requirements and perhaps even beyond available 
federal funds. An assessment of social service needs 
available resources, and relative effectiveness of service~ 
provided, made through a social services accounting system, 
will enable legislators and other policy planners in develop
ing and evaluating overall welfare policies and programs. 
This opportunity for the State of Texas to take the initia
tive in planning social services delivery and to generate 
appropriate feedback data will be the principal concern of 
Part II of this report. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

THE EVOLUTION OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
ACCOUNTING AND EVALUATION 

FEDERAL ACTIONS 

By far the strongest impetus for the state to take action 
in regard to social services accounting and evaluation has 
come from the federal government, in particular from 
HEW. This impetus has developed in response to the lack of 
information on the effectiveness of the numerous poverty 
programs inaugurated in the 1960s. The thrust of the War 
on Poverty was to enlarge accessibility and to expand 
opportunities through a variety of programs including those 
related to social services (Rivlin 1971: 65-67). The 
information collected about these programs, however, was 
predominantly on the "input" side of the equation rather 
that the "output" side, i.e., the side concerning impact or 
effectiveness.* This bias in data collection was also evident 
in the social services programs of the states. The last decade 
has seen an appreciable expansion and sophistication of 
service delivery with little or no apparent impact on the 
specified problems. One must say "apparent impact" only 
because of the lack of hard data on program effectiveness. 
When concerned congressmen and taxpayers ask for some 
specific indications of program effectiveness, welfare 
administrators have been unable to produce them. The 
problem involves more than scarcity of substantive output 
data; it leads, for example, to the complex question of what 
kind of research information can accurately describe 
program impact in the dynamic realm of social change. One 
description of the changing orientation in social program 
evaluation has been offered by Alice Rivlin in answer to the 
question, "Why is this nation suddenly concerned about the 
effectiveness of social services?" She states that while social 
services have, if anything, improved, two other 
developments have affected our assessment of them : (1) 
aspirations have shifted from quantity to quality, and (2) 
we have a new awareness of our ignorance about quality 
(Rivlin 1971 :66). Our ignorance, however, is not absolute. 
In recent years a number of developments at the federal 
level have reflected a concern with the measurement of the 
quality of life and of government programs concerned with 

*James Bax, then Commissioner of the HEW Community Services 
Administration, offered this assessment: "Previous attempts at 
accounting have been attempts to count social work processes and 
not their impact on people" (Bax 1972:65). 

improving it. The trend is discernible in the social indicators 
movement, in planning-programming-budgeting systems 
(PPBS), in cost-benefit analysis, and in social services 
accounting-each of them evidence of a desire to measure in 
a systematic way the results of federal programs. 

Social Indicators 

Concern with social indicators grew out of the federal 
government's interest in economic indicators in the 1940s 
and 1950s, which resulted in the establishment of the 
Council of Economic Advisors and the economic reports of 
the President. The desire to develop comparable statistics 
on social conditions was first reflected in a series of HEW 
publications in 1959 called "HEW Indicators" and "HEW 
Trends" (U.S. HEW 1969 :xi-xii). 

It was not until the Kennedy and Johnson Adminis
trations, however, that significant interest in measuring 
social change began. This was the era of program planning, 
budgeting systems, and the application of cost-benefit 
apalysis to social problems. During this period, studies 
began to focus on the establishment of social indicators for 
use in policymaking. Daniel Bell's proposal for "a system of 
social accounts" was adopted in 1966 by the President's 
Commission on Technology, Automation, and Economic 
Progress. The Commission report stated: 

A system of social accounts, if it could be established, 
would give us a broader and more balanced reckoning 
of the meaning of social and economic progress and 
would move us toward the measurement of the 
utilization of human resources in our society in four 
areas: (1) The measurement of social costs and net 
returns of economic innovations; (2) The measure
ment of social ills (e.g., crime, family disruption); (3) 
The creation of "performance budgets" in areas of 
defined social needs (e.g., housing, education); (4) 
Indicators of economic opportunity and social 
mobility (Bell 1969:78). 

John Gardner, then Secretary of HEW, together with 
other individuals from government and academia, became 
sufficiently convinced of the potential of social indicators 
to persuade President Johnson of their value, and the 
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President's message to Congress in March 1966 included a 
recommendation for the establishment of a social report. 
Legislation to this effect, entitled "The Full Opportunity 
and Social Accounting Act," was submitted by Senator 
Mondale in 1967. In 1969 a publication entitled Toward a 
Social Report, was submitted to the President but 
further action with respect to an annual social repor~ was 
unsuccessful. Toward a Social Report represents a major 
turning point in orientation toward social politics. It makes 
the case that the research base necessary to undergird 
evaluation and social policy is not the usual collection of 
information on expenditures and activities of government 
programs, but a systematic description of the condition of 
society with respect to specific social problems. This is 
perhaps the single most important contribution of the 
social indicator research to the movement for social 
services accounting and evaluation, viz, its efforts to locate 
and develop data organized for the study of effects on 
society and not merely for the corroboration of prior 
administrative categories and divisions. A curious dilemma 
of the federal government is that in its huge accumulation 
of sophisticated statistical information there is still little 
concrete information of the sort necessary to make 
fundamental policy decisions, such as choosing between 
alternative program approaches and making resource alloca
tions accordingly.* 

A major difficulty with many discussions of social 
programs is the problem of goals, and one of the significant 
contributions of the social indicator movement has been 
that of measuring outcome. Evaluation of outcome, how
ever, is frequently made in terms of some vague national 
goal. As a result, "we move to an operationally defined 
output measure, an 'indicator.' Somewhere there is a hope 
and assumption that the outcome of the output is our goal" 
{Pleasas and Fein 1972 :444-445). 

A similar problem is encountered in working on social 
services accounting and evaluation systems, for HEW has 
emphasized a goal-oriented approach to social services 
accounting. James Bax, former Commissioner of the 
Community Services Administration in HEW, in describing 
this approach emphasized "It is the 'what's' that we intend 
to measure and record , not the how's. The sooner we 
convert fully to outcome reporting, the better" (Bax 
1973: 30). Bax then lays out a set of vague goals for various 
social services. To some extent , the problem could be 
lessened by definitional refinements. But the following 
three facts should always temper our acceptance of output 
indicators as real measures of outcome: (1) program output 
is not necessarily equivalent to program outcome: (2) the 

*Currently, only three sources of data of national scope are 
available on the assessment of social services: (l) quarterly statistical 
reports on social services- a reporting of contracts, (2) a requested 
progress report to OMB, and (3) a series of federally-sponsored, 
state-administered in-state social service programs. 

effects of certain programs are not discernible in the short 
run; and (3) certain desirable program outcomes are 
difficult to quantify. 

These and many other issues surrounding the use of 
social indicators, such as the problems inherent in quantifi
cation of social data and in developing a valid unit of 
measurement which can serve as a basis for comparison, 
arise out of the general effort to focus on outcome 
information. Because current efforts to design a social 
services accounting system display a similar orientation, 
many of these same problems will come into play (see pp. 
23-25) in the HEW endeavor to institutionalize social 
services accounting. 

Systems Analysis and Public Welfare 

Another development relevant to the emergence of 
social services accounting was in the area of systems 
analysis. The systems approach taken by a number of 
analysts in looking at public welfare reflects an attempt to 
design a welfare organization so that it will be continuously 
self-analyzing and self-correcting over time. Briefly, this 
approach involves the establishment of objectives and the 
determination of success criteria for meeting these objec
tives, as well as the development and testing of alternatives 
to select the best plan of action (Bloedorn et al. l 970 :3ff). 
Systems analysis was originally applied to the physical 
sciences, and it was not until the 1960s that social scientists 
made use of the approach. The use of systems analysis in 
public welfare did not begin until the late 1960s, when it 
was recognized as a means of determining program policy 
more objectively and rationally. A frequently cited example 
of the application of systems analysis to public welfare 
developed out of the 1966 Technical Assistance Project 
(TAP) of the American Public Welfare Association the 
focus of which was the improvement of public w;lfare 
services. About a year later TAP contracted with the states 
of Pennsylvania and Maine to design social service systems. 
TAP's major contribution was the formulation of a blue
print for the implementation of a state social service system 
in which the necessary system components were defined. 

With a set of new concepts TAP developed an entirely 
new system of social service delivery. Most importantly, it 
was designed to operate outside any previously described 
public welfare program. Because everything is defined 
within the new system- the social problem to which a social 
service is addressed, the service inputs and processes 
applied, and the degree to which the service realizes its 
goals under a given set of conditions-evaluation has only to 
measure relationships between what might be called the 
"givens of the system." Such a methodology comes close to 
resolving the problematical question of cause-effect rela
tionship. It also offers a rational approach to analyzing 
relationships between inputs and outputs and the hope that 
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social services systems can be organized with an ongoing 
capacity to produce the information necessary to evaluate 
program effectiveness (Bloedorn et al. 1970). 

Despite these advantages, umesolved issues remain. Not 
surprisingly, TAP anticipated that the greatest difficulty 
would center on the development of performance measures 
to evaluate program impact. Although the systems 
approach permits effectiveness to be measured in terms of 
agency capability, other refinements need attention, such as 
the development of multiple measures of performance to 
avoid distortion in light of the complex interaction of 
socioeconomic factors in social problems. Performance 
measures should reflect such interaction and, where re
quired, should weigh those measures which appear to be 
more significant determinations of success. In addition, the 
difficulty of the problem being attacked should be spe
cified. If such qualifications are not made, comparisons of 
one social service with another that requires more program 
resources and produces fewer measurable results will 
inevitably characterize the latter as less effective when in 
fact the difficulties of the program predetermine a rela
tively poor performance. There is also the problem of 
relating program outputs to actual outcomes to determine 
whether the service had any impact on the "ultimate 
outcome" of the client. It is at this point, many argue, that 
the consumer's evaluation of services received becomes an 
essential source of information, if not the only one . This 
need was recognized by the TAP staff in their suggestion 
that clients be interviewed directly on an annual or 
semi-annual basis. In conclusion, we suggest that the 
advantages of a systems approach with respect to social 
services evaluation be primarily in its development of 
measures of outcome within an integrated system of social 
services delivery. 

Planning-Programming-Budgeting Systems (PPBS) 

Another analytical tool often associated with a systems 
approach-PPBS-has also played a role in the growing 
federal awareness of the need for evaluation and measure
ment of outcome. The major focus of PPBS is on 
departmental budget reorganization in terms of defined 
objectives. Where budgets have traditionally served ac
counting and management interests, PPBS uses them as a 
program planning and assessment tool. Similar to the other 
research methods we have discussed, PPBS tries to make 
decisionmaking more rational. It is a total system of 
planning with a goal of "optimization," that is , "The 
particular combination of objectives, resources, and sche
duling which comes closest to greatest efficiency and 
effectiveness" (Kahn 1969:242). 

Although the federal government dismantled much of 
the PPBS apparatus in 1971, it had represented the 
government's principal method of analyzing policy alterna

tives since its application to domestic programs in 1965. 
Like the social indicator movement and the systems 
methodology, the importance of PPBS lies not so much in 
its actual accomplishments as in its new approach to 
decisionmaking. Alice Rivlin states: 

Indeed, PPBS is only one manifestation of a quiet 
revolution in the government in the last few years. 
The level of discussion of major decisions has gone 
up. The result is reflected in the questions decision
makers ask about new programs as well as those 
already in effect. What will it do? Why do we need it? 
What does it cost? They do not get very good answers 
yet , but they keep asking, and the standards of staff 
work are rising (Rivlin 1971 : 3-4). 

A serious limitation of PPBS is that it can only operate on a 
department-by-department or agency-by-agency basis and 
cannot account for those interdependencies among dif
ferent levels of government which may affect the problems 
at hand. 

Cost-Benefit Analysis 

Cost-benefit analysis involves identification of the tan
gible and intangible benefits of a program, the estimation of 
direct and indirect costs of delivering the service, and the 
application of the dollar as a common unit of measurement. 
Cost-benefit ratios describe the return on program invest
ments. For some social service programs, defining benefits 
in monetary terms may be practical, but for others it may 
be inappropriate to define the outcomes solely in these 
terms. The attachment of dollar values to social changes 
involves highly subjective estimates of the value of those 
changes. Differences in values will affect answers to such 
crucial questions as the factors that should be included in 
calculating a social benefit. For example, should the costs 
society may save in welfare payments or reduced police 
enforcerr:ent be included in estimating the benefits of 
curing a drug addict? (Weiss 1972: 86-87 .) Answers to such 
a question rest ultimately on political or ideological bases. 

Conclusion 

It must be recognized that evaluation methodologies like 
those we have just described do not exist in the abstract. 
They serve as one of many inputs to the decision-making 
process and attempt only to offer a more objective or 
scientifically-based foundation for policy development. 
They are not invulnerable to basic political and ideological 
pressures. But within those pressures , the state of the art of 
social program evaluation is making strides toward the 
accomplishment of a difficult task, not the least part of 
which is relating service inputs to socially desired outcomes. 
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Goal Oriented Social Services 

Another example of the federal government's desire for 
social quantification measures is the issuance of proposed 
HEW regulations requiring the implementation of social 
services accounting in state welfare systems. 

The proposed regulations, which change Chapter II, Title 
45 of the Code of Federal Regulations, represent HEW's 
most concrete effort to date to develop a system for social 
services reporting, a central element of which is a goal 
structure for social services. Within the developing regula
tions, the concept of goal-Oriented social services along with 
a traditional cost-oriented accounting system is also advo
cated to "account for" (1) the money expended on social 
services and (2) the results of such services on the relevant 
welfare population. The proposed reporting system was 
initially based upon a barrier-removal approach. 

The Early Drafts: Bax sBoxes 

The August-November 1972 drafts of HEW's new social 
services regulations were based on what has become known 
as the Bax's Boxes (seep. 21) approach to defining services 
in Part 220, Service Programs for Families and Children, 
and Part 222, Service Programs for Aged, Blind, or Disabled 
Individuals. This approach was ·advanced by James A. Bax, 
Commissioner of the Community Services Administration, 
Social and Rehabilitation Service, HEW. According to Bax 
social services are designed to meet the goal of removing 
various barriers standing in the way of improving conditions 
of service recipients. For example, job training is defined 
as a service removing a barrier to self-support. A new Part 
223, Social Services Management System, outlines the cost 
analysis system and relates the details of cost analysis to 
the goal structure presented in Parts 220 and 222. 

The sections within these drafts which deal with the 
development of a goal-0riented social services system are: 

Part 220 (AFDC) Title Part 222 (Adults) 

Sec. 220.20 Statutory Requirements Sec. 222.9 
and Program Purposes 

Sec. 220.21 Program Goals Sec. 222.10 
Sec. 220.22 Program Objectives Sec. 222.11 

Corresponding portions of Parts 220 and 222 outline the 
goal system in substantially the same manner. The barrier
removal system is essentially the same, although the 
elements differ slightly because the two parts deal with 
different client populations. Because of this basic similarity 
the following analysis will be focused on Part 222. 

Section 222.9 (Statutory Requirements and Program 
Purposes) of the "adult" programs outlines two general 
goals for social services: 
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1. to help individuals attain or retain capability for 
self-support (but not applicable to Title I, or Title 
XVI with respect to the aged) or self-care; and 

2. to prevent or reduce dependency. 

Subparagraph (b) within this section brings up the related 
issue of barriers; it requires the state to develop a social 
services program 

directed to the removal of individual and social 
barriers which prevent vulnerable individuals from 
attaining or maintaining the maximum level of per
sonal and social functioning that is feasible for them, 
including, as appropriate, maximum capability for 
self-support, self-care, and personal independence. 
(Draft Regulations, Chapter II of Title 45 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations, §222.9. HEW August 
1972, mimeo). 

Section 222.l 0 outlines the following hierarchy of pro
gram goals: (1) self-support; (2) self-care or family care; 
(3) community based care; and (4) institutional care. These 
goals correspond to Bax's Boxes. A qualifying phrase within 
this section says the state must direct its programs to those 
specific goals that are "appropriate for particular families 
and individuals." Individuals, then, are offered services de
signed to achieve a particular goal, but the individual's 
abilities and any barriers that stand in his way are recog
nized. 

Section 222.11 lists program objectives as they relate to 
particular program goals and fills to some extent the gap 
between the more abstract statement of goals . in sections 
222.9 and 222.10 and the actual social services to be 
supplied. 

The assumption behind barrier removal is that through 
interaction between social service worker and client, indi
vidual or situational barriers can be identified and eventu
ally removed thus clearing the way for the client to achieve 
the appropriate program goal. 

The goal structure established in the early HEW draft 
regulations makes evaluation of outcomes central. An 
evaluation of social services· through Bax's Boxes is to 
occur at field and state office levels. The social worker is to 
use the goal structure system to lend order to the social 
services rendered to particular clients. State welfare depart
ments are to use it as a mechanism for determining social 
service effectiveness. Data are gathered on the services 
delivered and the barriers removed. These data should then 
enable an administrator to determine whether a particular 
service was "effective," that is, to see how many service 
input units were needed to remove a certain barrier. Clients 
are viewed as responding to the removal of barriers by 
climbing societal stairs (program objectives) and arriving at 
landings (program goals) along their way to self-support or 
self-care. 

One problem with this structure is that the relationships 
between social services, barriers, program objectives, and 
program goals are only definitional. It may well be that 
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there is no demonstrable, empirical relationship between 
the first and the second, or the second and the third, and so 
on. This particular goal structure is surely not a gross 
distortion of a reasonable one, but substantial conceptual 
work remains to be done. What might happen, for instance, 
if existing services were given to clients with certain 
problems that no currently existing service can in fact 
alleviate? Conceivably, the actions taken in response to 
such a difficult situation might follow three lines of 
procedure: (I) they might be punitive (federal government 
financial participation denied); (2) they might involve 
tinkering (a hit-and-miss redesign of services until input 
affects output); or (3) they might be experimental (research 
and program redesign in light of client conditions). 

Each of these actions carries with it different policy 
implications for any department of public welfare. For 
instance, if the federal government cut back its financial 
participation because it was displeased with the lack of 
output relative to input, the atmosphere would be one in 
which experiments and innovation would be a luxury. The 
probable result would be a piecemeal reorientation of 
some services with little thought to the tangible, long-range 
effects of the changes. On the other hand, if a welfare 
department were to use the data on its own to test service 
efficiency and effectiveness, the value of Bax's Boxes as a 
goal structure would be enhanced. 

It must be noted, however, that the barrier-removal 
approach in the federal regulations has an obvious philo
sophical bias. Although much is said about directing a client 
toward the "appropriate" goal, appropriateness is often "in 
the eye of the beholder." In this case, it requires no mean 
strength of will to avoid thinking of the self-support goal as 
being appropriate for everyone but the aged, the infirm, 
and the very young. This is perhaps a danger which no goal 
structure can escape, but it can lead to serious problems in 
operation, and the philosophical bias should always be kept 
in mind. 

Social Services Accounting Regulations 

A new Part 223 was proposed for the Code of Federal 
Regulations in the August-November 1972 draft regula
tions. As explained in Chapter Three, this part was not 
included in subsequent drafts of the regulations, and its 
final release date is still unknown. Our comments, there
fore, concern a currently suspended part of the regulations. 
In whatever · form Part 223 may be reinstituted, it repre
sents an interesting attempt at improving program adminis
tration and evaluation. 

Part 223 establishes a goal-oriented social services 
management system. It has as its key element a Program 
and Financial Plan (PFP). The opening comments about 
PFP in the draft require the states to establish a social 
topography of the state population, and in particular that 
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portion of the population for whom services are to be 
provided. A state must describe the methods and results of 
its data-gathering efforts, presumably for review and 
criticism by HEW. Such a critical review might lead to a 
federal request for correction of a state's inadequacies. 

By making the state gather information on the social 
problems and needs of its entire population and not only 
past, current, or potential recipients of services, the federal 
government is generating an information base which 
might-reasonably though not necessarily-be used to 
expand social services. Also required is a description of 
resources in terms of problems and goals, a description that 
is bound to highlight resource inadequacies. Resources 
typically available to a state welfare department could not 
match the multifaceted social problems and needs that an 
examination of the entire state population will reveal. 

Another of the requirements contained in the draft 
regulations is that a state must "demonstrate the service 
agency's capability to plan, organize, carry out, monitor, 
and evaluate the services, Program and Financial Plan . . .." 
Precisely what actions the federal government would take if 
a state failed to demonstrate this capability are not spelled 
out in the regulations. A failure might, however, open the 
door to concentrated technical assistance from the federal 
government. 

The final paragraph in the early draft regulations 
requires presentations of "the estimated number of units of 
service to be provided under each service and the cost, and 
the number of individuals who are confronted with each 
defined barrier and the cost of removing such barrier." 
While this is as far as the regulations go in describing the 
required operations of the management system, the lan
guage quoted above indicates that the federal government, 
at least at this time, intended to collect concrete informa
tion in considerable detail. 

The Third Draft of the HEW Proposals 

The third draft of HEW's proposed regulation changes 
was published for comment in the Federal Register of 
February 16, 1973, but a reporting and evaluation section 
was not part of it. The reader will remember that Section 
223 in the first and second drafts outlined the requirements 
for reporting and evaluation. The third draft contains only 
a new Part 221 incorporating Parts 220 and 222 of the 
previous drafts. Section 221 .8 redefines the goal structure, 
limiting the goals to self-support and self-sufficiency and 
eliminating the four-level goal system in Parts 220 and 222 
of the previous drafts. In the earlier drafts, Part 222 
required the social service program to relate services to two 
general requirements: (I) to help individuals attain or retain 
capability for self-support or self-care; and (2) to prevent or 
reduce dependency. These two broad requirements gave 
general direction to the program goal of moving people 
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towards self-support and relieving the state of responsibility 
toward them. The four goals outlined in Sections 220 and 
222 in the earlier drafts recognized the inability of some 
individuals to achieve self-support or self-care and provided 
for categories or levels of community-based care or institu
tional care. The limited goal structure outlined in the third 
draft ignores these distinctions and simply states that the 
goal of self-support is not applicable to the aged. These 
shifts are important: the earlier drafts with their four-level 
structure provided a broader continuum and allowed for 
varying degrees of personal dependence or independence 
from the state. However, the degree of specificity 
attempted did once again disappear in February in favor of 
vaguer formulations, probably as a result of the great 
amount of criticism received after publication of the 
August-November 1972 draft changes. 

Related to the question of who can achieve self-support 
or self-sufficiency and who cannot is the problem of those 
individuals who might in fact be "better off' if they were 
not self-supporting. This point becomes clearer when 
viewed in the four-goal framework of the earlier drafts 
which contained community care and institutional care 
goals in addition to self-support and self-sufficiency. For 
example, someone might be living alone in apparent 
self-sufficiency; but in terms of the adequacy of his living 
conditions, he or she might benefit economically from 
some form of community based care or even institutional 
care. One might conceivably make exceptions and establish 
a category for those who could not be expected to progress 
toward self-sufficiency, or who would probably need more 
outside care over time. But again state welfare priorities 
become involved in such decisions. 

Because the self-support goal is not generally applicable 
to the elderly under the adult services program in the 
February 1973 version of the regulations, and because the 
self-sufficiency goal would not be applicable to many of the 
elderly either, unless rather broadly interpreted, allocation 
of welfare department resources becomes a two-pronged 
problem. Should the department give priority to the 
optional services which have the greatest potential for 
meeting 0 <ilf-support/self-sufficiency goals, or should it give 
priority to serving the needs of those, particularly the aged, 
for whom those goals might in fact be unattainable? 

Jn the February 1973 version , Section 221.8 requires the 
worker-created service plan to indicate the target date for 
goal achievement and service duration. In measuring 
output, this requirement shifts the emphasis from barriers 
removed to goals achieved. Yet the draft does not require a 
complete social services accounting system but only a 
limited basis for one. It is entitled, Individual Service Plan, 
and it establishes guidelines for the social worker and 
indirectly establishes program purpose. The draft requires 
indication of input ("extent and duration of the provision 
of each service") and output ("indicate target dates for goal 
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achievement"). Whether or not such input and ouput data 
will be used in the development of a social services 
accounting system depends upon the release of a new Part 
223 not yet available. 

One concluding point can be made, nevertheless. The 
accounting system is limited to reporting services provided 
to public assistance recipients, to a narrowly defined former 
and potential population, and to those in need of emer
gency services, including protective services. Such an 
accounting system cannot be expected to relate to the 
social service needs of the total population, and is indeed 
isolated from a consideration of the needs of those outside 
the prescribed categories. Its charter is only in terms of the 
client population of a state welfare department as currently 
defined. 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 
ACCOUNTING IN STATES OTHER THAN TEXAS 

In studying responses of other states to federal pressures 
for social services accounting systems, the research team 
mailed requests for .information to welfare departments in 
49 states and inteviewed officials in 10. Eight responded to 
the written requests with sufficient information to serve in 
lieu of an interview. Thus, by the spring of 1973, 18 states 
other than Texas had been examined about their actions in 
regard to social services accounting. 

Problems of State Response 

Seven of the states examined had either made substantial 
progress in designing and implementing a reporting system 
or were planning to let contracts for technical assistance to 
develop such systems. Iowa's Goal Oriented Social Services 
System was almost completely operational and was de
signed primarily to yield management information. Because 
social service workers in Iowa had not been favorably 
disposed to reporting data in great detail on complicated 
forms, the new system was kept in a management informa
tion mode rather than a worker or program evaluation 
mode . This orientation, however, may change as the system 
is modified to comply with emerging federal regulations. 

Oklahoma has been fortunate in that its welfare case 
records are computerized . Building upon this base, both 
field staff and central office administrative personnel were 
at work creating new expanded accounting forms to meet 
federal requirements. 

The State of Wisconsin was concerned with simple cost 
accounting information in two areas: required reporting to 
the federal government and general internal management , 
with emphasis on the former. Change was imminent, 
though, in the form of a computerized data collection 
system scheduled for completion before the end of 1973 to 
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enhance both internal management and compliance with 
new federal regulations. 

The Minnesota Department of Public Welfare took a 
strong systems outlook on the delivery of social services, 
and much work had been done in the state to perfect a 
computer-based accounting system. In the late 1960s, 
Minnesota had become involved in the federally sponsored 
Relative Cost-Effectiveness Program. At the time of our 
inquiry this project was in its third and final year , and state 
officials felt that adapting the system to comply with new 
federal requirements would be a comparatively simple 
matter. In fact, some welfare department personnel in 
Minnesota feared that the federal government would in fact 
not promulgate the requirements, resulting in the loss of 
what they termed,"...one of the federal government's best 
efforts in coming to grips with the problem of evaluating 
social services." In support of the expected federal regula
tions, the welfare department was building an electronic 
data-processing/systems section . The department hoped 
that a needs analysis simulation model could be purchased 
for the section, but problems of design and funding re
mained to be solved. 

While the inclination of those in the Michigan Depart
ment of Social Services who were responsible for creation 
and maintenance of services accounting systems differed 
somewhat from the views just described, the state was still 
relatively far advanced. The entire Program and Financial 
Plan (as defined in the new federal regulations) was to be 
developed by a consulting firm in cooperation with the 
department and was to include a social services reporting 
form. Here again the emphasis was on cost accounting 
considerations for management and for reporting to the 
federal government and to the state legislature. 

Georgia and Massachusetts also had systems of social 
services accounting in the final stages of design . Both 
efforts reflected a strong desire for information to serve the 
departments of welfare in making their operations more 
efficient and effective. Neither state anticipated any diffi
culty in complying with federal regulations; in fact , the 
Georgia system was being designed with the federal 
specifications in mind. 

Underlying Purposes: Differences and Similarities 

The purposes underlying the implementation of social 
services accounting systems fall into two categories: (l) 
internal management information and (2) external re
porting. Those states which have adopted an internal 
management emphasis during the creation of their own 
systems- in contrast to those instituting systems solely in 
response to federal requirements- seem to be facing less 
difficulty in coping with the rapidly shifting federal ground. 
Iowa, Minnesota, Georgia, and Massachusetts all expressed 
minimal concern over how the federal government had 

handled the issuance of service accounting guidelines. The 
message is fairly clear: a rough correspondence exists 
between the independence from federal HEW lead ex
hibited by a state department and the ease with which 
changes in federal regulations can be implemented at the 
state level. 

No two states had exactly the same accounting and 
evaluation system. There was wide divergence on such 
matters as goals, barriers, definitions of input and output 
units, and the number and design of required forms. Of 
particular interest was the variation in definition of "unit of 
(social) service" among the states studied. These definitions 
were expressed either in units of time (e.g., 15 minutes, 30 
minutes) or in terms of number of contacts with clients. 
There were no definitions in terms of the difficulty or the 
quality of the work involved. It seemed that there was more 
emphasis on quantity than on quality-a fundamental and 
difficult problem that must be solved by any accounting 
and evaluation system that is to be meaningful. 

On the other hand, there were important similarities. 
The typical system had four social service goals: (1) self 
support , (2) self care, (3) community based care, and (4) 
institutionally based care . More specific barriers were then 
associated with each goal. Self-support goals were linked to 
programs for employment, training, alcoholism, drug abuse, 
mental retardation, and mental health. Self-care and 
community-based care goals were related to alcoholism, 
drug abuse, mental retardation, and mental health 
programs. The institutionally-based care goal was usually 
linked to these same programs. 

The same warning was given to us by a number of states: 
a simple accounting system has the greatest chance of 
survival. In addition, it can be inferred that a flexible 
services accounting system designed by a state welfare 
department which is relatively independent in its relations 
with the federal government will serve that department best 
in the long run. Management information will be more 
attuned to state requirements ; data important to state 
legislatures will be more easily obtainable from the system; 
and reporting to the federal government should be a less 
traumatic experience. 

SOCIAL SERVICES ACCOUNTING IN TEXAS 

Organizational Developments 

Before the recent federal pressures, the scope of the 
social services provided by DPW in Texas was severely 
limited. With the exception of protection, foster care, and 
adoption for children, the available social services were 
provided as an adjunct to normal financial assistance work. 
These conditions were reflected in the organization of the 
Department of Public Welfare (see Appendix D). The 
Public Assistance and Child Welfare divisions administered 
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their personnel and performed planning and field moni
toring operations in complete separation from each other. 

In 1968 an internal administrative study suggested 
that the rising social service workload might be more 
efficiently managed if services were taken over by the 
Child Welfare Division . Field activities could be directed 
jointly with the Public Assistance Division by creating a 
Field Operations Division with a single administrator in 
each region. Where there had formerly been two regional 
directors, each with his own area of concern, there was now 
a regional administrator and a program director for finan
cial services parallel with a program director for social 
services (see Appendix E). The reorganization meant that , 
the new Social Services Division would add AFDC-related 
services to its child welfare services (adult services were not 
added until 1971). The planning and field monitoring for 
both the financial services and the social services divisions 
were performed by the administrative field operations 
division. 

At this point the federal government publicly began 
consideration of a requirement that all social service 
activities be separate from assistance payment activities. 
Although this was not the primary factor in the reorganiza
tion of the Texas DPW, it was significant; and as the date 
approached on which separation in the states was to be 
complete, DPW appeared to be in full compliance. The last 
phase of DPW reorganization was approved by the commis
sioner and made effective January 1, 1973 (see Appendix 
F). 

A few comments about the problems of separation are in 
order here . Before separation, worker responsibility was 
defined largely by the "caseload" of public assistance 
recipients. This is no longer true. Before separation , social 
services could not be requested or accepted independently 
of a claim for financial assistance, virtually precluding 
consumer initiative and demand. After separation , serious 
attention should have been given the question of who will 
determine the needs or establish the goals and objectives 
essential to the assessment of worker effectiveness. Such 
knotty issues arise because of the separation of financial 
and social services, and they are related to problems of 
social services reporting and accountability. 

Early Attempts to Gather Information 

DPW's Child Welfare Division implemented its 
accounting Form 239 in 1962. The form was designed to 
collect data on caseload and worker activity. After it was 
refined and split into two parts, the form came to be used 
by both the Public Assistance and Child Welfare Divisions. 
The first part recorded information upon opening a client's 
case; the second part updated that information. 

When the Social Services Division was formed in 1968, it 

Social Services Accounting and Evaluation 

used Form 239 for over a year and concluded that more 
data was needed. In November 1969 a new form (1-S) was 
instituted that provided a checklist of client and service 
information without work or time units. Problems soon 
developed, however . No field test had been undertaken by 
the department and no real effort to train field personnel 
had been made , so that many workers in the field failed to 
respond constructively to the new reporting scheme . By 
September 1970 the shortcomings of form 1-S had become 
so obvious that a DPW task force undertook design of still 
another reporting system. 

The ta~ force quickly recommended that form l~ be 
discontinued and that an interim re.porting form be used 
until a new one could be developed. In January 1971, DPW 
implemented interim Form 253 intended to sample social 
service statistics in March and September of each year on 
the assumption that a new reporting system would be ready 
by January 1972. The interim form collected data on 

·services provided, client location, client receipt of services, 
adoption, and case movement. 

By early 1972, however, there was still no system to 
replace interim Form 253, and given growing federal 
pressure, it was decided to use that form to take the 
federally required quarterly samples. Meanwhile, the task 
force increased its efforts and adjusted its system design. 

Responses to HEW Requirements 

Field testing of the task force's system began in the San 
Angelo region of DPW in June 1972. At about the same 
time, HEW indicated that it would impose its own service 
reporting regulations (see the discussion of federal actions 
earlier in this chapter). While watching federal develop
ments, DPW continued the field testing of what was to 
become known as the San Angelo system, using the test 
data to develop the computer programs which would be 
needed when the system was implemented throughout the 
state. By the beginning of October, it had become clear that 
the San Angelo system would fall short of providing the 
information required to meet federal standards, but as the 
end of October neared, HEW withdrew its draft regulations 
for rewriting. 

DPW took advantage of this reprive to create another 
task force to modify the San Angelo system in accordance 
with expected federal guidelines. On the basis of the 
withdrawn first draft of the HEW regulations and a second 
draft which appeared in November 1972, the task force 
redesigned the San Angelo system, adding goal-barrier 
concepts and service unit measures. Field instructions were 
written, and the training program proceeded to the orienta
tion meeting stage. Then, once again, federal ground 
shifted. Weinberger replaced Richardson as Secretary of 
HEW in January 1973 and again withdrew the latest draft 
of the regulations for rewriting. At this point DPW froze all 
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activity connected with statewide implementation of the 
revised San Angelo system and settled in to wait for the 
re-issuance of draft regulations. 

Secretary Weinberger's revision of the regulations (minus 
explicit social services accounting provisions) was published 
in the Federal Register in February 1973, and DPW acted 
quickly to incorporate the changes into its reporting 
system. It set up a new implementation schedule which 
included computer programming, the printing and distribu
tion of forms , the writing of instructions, and the training 
of field personnel. The two forms composing the core of 
the system collect information from social service workers 
about the client and his problem, how the worker plans to 
help, and what actually transpires. The system allows some 
measure of input (worker effort) and some measure of 
output (the results of service provision). Some accounting is 
required to provide accurate data on the time a worker 
spends traveling and filling out forms. 

Later in the year, as it became clear to state adminis
trators that extensive new federal regulations requiring a 
social services management and information system would 
not be forthcoming in the near future, DPW decided to use 
the respite for a thorough evaluation of the San Angelo 
experience and ihe design of a new statewide information 
system. A contract was let on June 1, 1973, charging 
Boaz-Allen of Washington, D.C., with the design task. 
Federal demonstration funds were obtained for this effort. 

Social Services Accounting and Evaluation 

The system has four parts: (1) direct delivery of services, 
(2) purchase of service information, (3) cost of services 
information, and (4) child abuse and neglect registry and 
information. As of January 1, 1974, the first part was ready 
for statewide implementation.* 

Conclusion 

Even though DPW seemed to be moving early in a 
direction which would broaden the concept of social 
service reporting to include the ability to account and 
evaluate, the push toward thorough reporting really came in 
response to federal government requirements. Having lost 
the security of slow, evolutionary development of a 
reporting system, DPW became a captive of federal whim, 
dependent on federal initiative. If it had been further along 
in its original thinking about social services accounting and 
evaluation, DPW might have had a reporting system firmly 
in place to serve as a base from which to negotiate with 
HEW. Because it did not, it was in the undesirable position 
of having to comply with federal directives. 

*A preliminary description of the new DPW information system 
is available in Social Services Management System: Direct Delivery 
Program Manual, Texas Department of Public Welfare, November 
19, 1973 . 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

AN IDEAL SOCIAL SERVICES ACCOUNTING AND EVALUATION SYSTEM 

The range of alternatives available to any state-Texas 
not excepted-in the development of social services ac
counting is obviously affected by political and other 
considerations. But given those considerations, the exam
ination in this chapter of the components of an ideal, 
comprehensive social services accounting system will make 
explicit some of the basic assumptions and technical 
considerations involved in evaluation of social service 
program activities and results. 

OBJECTIVES OF AN IDEAL SYSTEM 

As shown in Figure l, our ideal social services ac
counting system has two main objectives: (I) to provide 
information which will enable the public and a state 
legislature to hold an agency accountable for its service 
program activities and expenditures of funds, and (2) to 
provide feedback information to program administrators 
and policy planners to enable them to adapt their social 
service policies to better achieve manifest objectives. A pro
gram is accountable to the public in three broad areas: 
(I) its efficiency, (2) its short-run effectiveness, and (3) its 
long-run effectiveness. For internal management purposes a 
program administrator needs data from these same three 
areas. 

Evaluation of Efficiency 

Measuring Input. Evaluation of program efficiency is the 
most objective process of the three. It involves the 
establish.-:lent of a relationship between program 
input-such as time of the social worker, administrative 
time, clerical time, supplies, physical facilities- and program 
output. There is often a problem of definition here, since 
public agencies traditionally consider as output the items 
identified above as input. To evaluate program efforts 
properly, however, the social service program itself must be 
the frame of reference, and agency expenditures of money 
and time must be considered input into the program. Any 
organization has two objectives in terms of efficiency: (I) 
to lower costs for any given level of output, and (2) to raise 
output for any given level of costs. Measurement of the 
efficiency of individual social service programs requires, 
among other items, data on the time spent by social 
workers on different service activities. A time study of a 
subgroup of randomly selected social workers can establish 

reasonably accurate estimates of time expended to remove 
barriers. Dollar costs can thus be assigned to the various 
program components, and total expenditures can be derived 
for each social service program. When an organization is 
structured along programmatic lines, estimates of the pro
portions of administrative time and resources spent on 
specific social service programs are also required but may be 
difficult to generate. 

Measuring Output. In addition to the time study data, a 
comprehensive cost allocation requires data on the size of 
the client population and the number of barriers existing, 
controlled, or removed. In providing examples of output 
measurement, we fall back for the sake of convenience on 
the barrier-removal model of Bax's Boxes (see Chapter 
Four). Any other valid, small-scope output scheme will 
serve as well. A program administrator can use such cost 
allocation data to measure the effects of program changes 
on marginal efficiency. If a reassignment of staff functions, 
more comprehensive planning, a different employee recruit
ment program, or the installation of telephones in the 
homes of the welfare recipients resulted in lower costs per 
unit of output (e.g., per barrier removed) and/or greater 
output for a given level of input, a greater degree of 
efficiency would have been achieved. Without such infor
mation a social services administrator can only rely on 
intuition and informal intelligence sources to assess the 
efficiency of alternative policy decisions. 

With our ideal system in place , the public could hold a 
service program in Texas accountable by comparing the 
program expenditures per unit of output to the same ratios 
for other states, e.g., comparing the provision of day care 
for one child in Texas with that in New York. If the cost is 
higher in Texas, an analysis of the costs of individual input 
units would probably reveal the specific reasons why . 
Obviously, adjustments for different caseload characteris
tics and costs of living need to be made. Also, changes over 
time in cost per unit in Texas can be used and correlated 
with outputs. Efficiency measurements of these types could 
enable the public to hold a program accountable even if it 
has a complex mix of input units for a given output. 

Short-Run Effectiveness 

Measurement of short-run effectiveness assesses the 
immediate results of a social service in regard to clients 
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rather than costs. If a· specified barrier is removed, the 
social service is said to be effective in the short run. 
Unfortunatley, assessing the delivery of social services is 
difficult, and in the past, short-run objectives have rarely 
been made explicit and quantifiable. 

For many services one might measure short-run effec
tiveness as the actual delivery of the service itself. 
Numerous barriers can be defined in a way that auto
matically removes them if a service is delivered. For 
example, if the barrier is "lack of transportation" and 
transportation is provided, the barrier has been removed. 
This apparently deceptive designing of a social service 
accounting system highlights the limitations of the barrier
removal approach. If a social service is directed toward 
long-range goals or objectives, on the other hand, an 
evaluation of effectiveness can only be attempted over a 
longer period of time. 

It should be noted, as illustrated in Figure l, that it is at 
this point in the system that vital feedback information 
could be sent to the administrators and the workers in the 
field. This information could be used by administrators to 
increase efficiency in their operations. Social workers could 
receive a printout from a data-processing division which 
would include a description of their caseload, monthly 
totals of barriers removed, service units provided, and 
refated information. This data would provide social workers 
with more structured, quantitative feedback on their work 
performance and would facilitate better case management. 

Long-Run Effectiveness 

Long-run effectiveness can be measured by an overall 
program evaluation that assesses the long-range results of 
social services in terms of a designated system of values or 
criteria. Using a variety of data collection techniques, an 
ideal social services accounting system would document 
several different results of the provision of a social service 
and then evaluate those results against a set of mandated 
policy goals. 

The Target Population. In our ideal accounting system 
these m~'ldated social goals are considered on two levels . 
The first is achievement of goals within the target popula
tion, i.e., the recipients of the service. Data for this 
evaluation can be obtained from social services accounting 
forms that reveal such facts as the number of self-sufficient 
individuals, the movement through Bax's Boxes, or the 
service units needed to achieve a goal. 

The Population at Large. The second level is achieve
ment of goals for the population at large. This requires an 
analysis of the material and, to some extent, nonmaterial 
needs of a state's total population. Once determined, these 
needs are related to the social and economic resources of 
the state that are available to meet them. Data on the avail
ability of certain resources can be routinely obtained from 
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the social services accounting form; other information 
about resources can be obtained in conjunction with 
gathering data to determine the needs themselves. Once a 
need profile is generated, policymakers can better assess the 
task facing the agency charged with alleviating a given need. 

A general analysis of the social service needs of the 
entire population is obviously an immense task, but much 
valuable information can be obtained from social statistics 
already available in census tract manuals, hospital records, 
school attendance records, and police department docu
ments. The needs analysis component of our ideal ac
counting system would collect data on specific social 
indicators that reveal {l) the number of people in need of 
welfare and social services who are not presently considered 
eligible (or who may not consider themselves eligible), (2) 
why these people need social services, and (3) what results 
might be expected if social services were provided for them. 
Such a comprehensive analysis of the social service needs of 
the entire state population could be used by progressive 
program administrators to illustrate to the public and to the 
legislature the constraints under which the current welfare 
program must operate and to show what is required to meet 
defined needs. 

DEFINING GOALS 

Up to this point the discussion of an ideal social services 
accounting system has neglected the question "Ideal for 
whom"? The assumption was that extensive social service 
information was intrinsically desirable. Goal a!:hievement 
with the current population as well as goal achieve
ment with a larger population takes the goals themselves as 
given. But Aaron Wildavsky makes the following point 
concerning social goals: 

A major task of the political system is to specify goals 
or objectives. It is impermissible to treat goals as if 
they were known in advance. 'Goals' may well be the 
product of interaction among key participants rather 
than some 'deus ex machina' or ...some 'spook' which 
posits values in advance of our knowledge of them 
(Wildavsky 1966:308). 

It cannot ·be emphasized too strongly that a . . . dis
tinguishing characteristic_of systems analysis is that 
the objectives are either not known or are subject to 
change (Wildavsky 1966:299). 

The problem is that in our political system, rigid predeter
mined goals for the delivery of social services will never be 
as useful or workable as President Nixon implied in the 
following passage from his 197 4 Budget Message to 
Congress: 

Increased emphasis will also be placed on program 
performance . Programs will be evaluated to identify 
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those that must be redirected, reduced, 01 eliminated 
because they do not justify the taxes required to pay 
for them. Federal programs must meet their objec
tives and cost must be related to achievements (U.S. 
Government 1973: 12). 

A social services accounting system which only measures 
program results against a rigid set of predetermined goals is 
too narrow a determination of success or failure . The 
decision-making process may be altered by a change in the 
position of one or more of the participants. In an article on 
social accounting systems, Brian Berry elaborated on this 
problem: 

The policy maker must contend every day with the 
differing and changing goals of competing interest 
groups in a society that values democratic pluralism 
as an end in itself. ...All national debates notwith
standing, there can be no agreement either on goals or 
on societal relationships that link program inputs to 
sought after outputs. (Berry 1973: 13). 

Therefore, an ideal social services accounting system allows 
for continuing development of its goals in a pluralistic 
social context. 

An ideal system that took into account flexible, 
politically-defined goals would collect detailed data on long
range service results-not simply "barriers removed"- and 
would define secondary objectives to permit a more 
comprehensive measurement of program effectiveness. For 
example, the Community Analysis Bureau of the City of 
Los Angeles carried out an extensive data collection effort 
for city council districts. A state-of-the-city report, pre
pared by the bureau, analyzed seven categories: (I) 
economic stabilization, (2) housing, (3) recreation, ( 4) 
education, (5) accessibility , (6) health, and (7) personal 
safety. The social indicators for measuring each of these 
categories included the following examples: total burglaries, 
narcotics arrests, suicide rate, gonorrhea rate, housing units 
without plumbing facilities , percentage of housing units 
rented, and the infant mortality rate. Data on such a broad 
range of significant social indicators can provide a base for 
developing realistic secondary objectives and for evaluating 
program results against a comprehensive profile of com
munity problems and needs. 

Once the needs-analysis component of the ideal ac
counting system is in effect, it will colled data on social 
services with a view toward long-range, primary as well as 
secondary objectives. Data on social service results can be 
continuously updated wherever social workers determine 
barriers to be removed or goals to be achieved. The 
accounting system can then reveal the number of service 
units that were delivered over a period of several years 
before a given barrier was removed or a given goal achieved. 

In services such as family planning, however , the 

measurement of service results may require data over an 
extended time period beyond the limits of realistic up
dating. For example, a meaningful accounting might require 
reexaminations of family planning services clients 10 years 
later to determine the number of unwanted pregnancies. 
The results of prenatal and postnatal health care services 
and counseling in a poor inner-city district may have to be 
measured I 0 years later against statistics on infant mortal
ity rates. Data requirements for the measurement of such 
service results include statistics for the base year on the 
designated social indicators and periodic follow-up surveys. 
Description of relevant secondary objectives is also re
quired, so that social survey designers will know what 
variables to measure . As in the community analysis work in 
Los Angeles, data on a broad spectrum of social needs 
indicators related to social services provides a basis for 
evaluating program results against more specific objectives 
than the vague social services goals of self-sufficiency and 
self-support provided by HEW regulations. Such data is also 
of greater political value than is simple reference to 
"barriers removed." 

DEFINING THE "UNIT OF SERVICE" 

In addition to the problems raised by efforts to define 
goals, there is a problem concerning the "input" versus 
"output" aspects of the term "unit of service." This term is 
ambiguous when used as a measure of either efficiency or 
effectiveness. For instance, it is possible to estimate total 
expenditures for a service program in terms of dollars per 
goal achieved. All estimates can be viewed in some sense as 
efficiency measures, but they are efficiency measures at 
different levels. For example, from the point of view of a 
state department of public welfare, a unit of social service 
(e.g., an hour af the time of a social worker) can 
legitimately be considered a unit of output from their 
organization. From a broader point of view, however , a 
service unit is an input into the social service system which 
is expected to produce program results , such as the removal 
of barriers or the meeting of basic program goals. The 
diagram on the following page illustrates these relation
ships. 

A realistic appraisal of a "service unit" reveals even more 
complications for a social services accounting system. 
Service units can be defined in two ways: (I) in terms of 
social worker time, e.g., one hour of family counseling; or 
(2) in terms of objectives achieved or services delivered, 
e.g., establishment of a client in a better economic 
situation. In both definitions foe service unit is service 
dependent, but each definition leads to different pro
cedures for measuring service units. 

Moreover , both definitions are unrealistic simplifications 
of existing social service delivery. The first definition 
assumes that all objectives of social workers are equally 
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easy to achieve; the second assumes that social workers are 
equal in their capabilities. The first definition may well lead 
to social workers viewing their time as service output and 
acting accordingly. The second definition may lead social 
workers to take on clients with barriers easy to remove and 
to neglect those clients in greatest need of social services. 
Both definitions of service unit require a quality-monitoring 
component within the social services accounting-evaluation 
system, a component that could be used primarily to reveal 
significant service delivery biases for internal management 
purposes, not to evaluate the performances of individual 
social workers. A necessary element in monitoring quality 
would be client responses to the delivery of social services. 

Any ideal construct of this type must be continuously 
reviewed to avoid promising more than can be delivered. 
With the kind of data this system would generate, 
however, a state welfare administration could take to the 
state legislature a program evaluation which (a) showed the 
magnitude of interrelated problems in the state population 
at large identified by a comprehensive analysis of needs, 
and (b) portrayed actual program results, such as a decrease 
in high school dropout rates or a decline in the number of 
unwanted pregnancies in a certain district. This is hard 
social data, and it is difficult to take issue with. If a 
legislator wishes to correlate with self-sufficiency a decrease 
in the high school dropout rate, he is free to do so. What 
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counts most is that he will be hardpressed politically if he 
disregards social data of this nature and attempts to 
discount the value of the program. That the program 
results may be difficult to relate to abstract national goals 
of self-support or self-sufficiency may in fact be a matter 
of small importance to the legislator in his continued sup
port of the program. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In this description of an ideal social services accounting 
system, certain considerations concerning the analysis of 
needs should be made explicit. First, a general needs 
analysis in Texas of the type outlined here would be an 
expensive operation requiring careful planning. Second, it 
would be a long time before it became fully effective and 
reported long-range service results. Third, the process would 
not be as mechanistic as the diagram of an ideal accounting 
system shown in Figure 1 would seem to indicate. Fourth, 
translating the data collected into services for old and 
new-but carefully defined-target populations would be 
difficult. Finally, determining the cause and effect relation
ship between the provision of social services and a unit 
change in a social indicator would also be difficult. 
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FIGURE 1 

AN IDEAL SOCIAL SERVICES ACCOUNTING SYSTEM 
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CHAPTER SIX 

THE REALITIES OF SOCIAL SERVICES 

ACCOUNTING AND EVALUATION 

Although it may seem reasonable to expect that all the 
features of the ideal social services accounting system 
described in Chapter Five can be made to work in Texas, a 
closer look at the state and national situations confronting 
the Texas DPW reveals that certain realities make achieve
ment of the ideal unlikely . 

THE TEXAS SITUATION 

The Organization of DPW 

The organizational structure of DPW has already been 
discussed in Chapter Two , but it will be useful now to 
examine that structure in more detail (see Appendix G for 
current organization chart of DPW). Headed by the 
commissioner under the direction of the three-member 
appointed State Welfare Board , DPW is organized into 
three major areas: program administration, administrative 
management, and medical administration. Each division is 
headed by a deputy commissioner with line authority over 
operations. Within the purview of the deputy commissioner 
for program administration are the assistance payments 
division, the social services division , the commodity opera
tions division , and the contract services division. The 
medical administration portion is also subdivided along 
functional lines. The administrative management division 
supports the other parts of the DPW structure and some 
field operations over which it has nominal authority. 

The Role of the Regional Administrator. Field opera
tions are divided into 17 regions, each headed by a regional 
administrator with line authority over all program per
sonnel except those within the medical assistance units. A 
problem at this level is that the responsibility and authority 
of the regional administrator are ill-defined. He occupies a 
pivotal role in the delivery of welfare services, standing 
between the needs of the region and the programs 
emanating from the state office. He is probably in the best 
position within the DPW structure to determine how the 
specific needs and conditions of the region can best be 
analyzed, while at the same time coordinating specific 
programs to achieve an integrated approach tailored to the 
requirements of his region . But whether the regional 
administrator's authority to perform such an important 

coordinative function is sufficient is a moot question in 
view of recent DPW reorganization that suggests direct 
guidance by the state office of the program directors in the 
field. This direct guidance rather than the desires of the 
regional administrator is likely to determine the form and 
direction of the programs within the regions. The research 
project recommends, therefore, that in the process of 
defining the duties , responsibilities, and authority of the 
regional administrator , careful consideration be given to the 
need for effective regional management. Such management 
would be easily eroded if the program directors were made 
primarily responsible to the state office . 

The Need for a Policy Planning and Analysis Office. A 
major shortcoming of present DPW organization is the lack 
of a central office for research and analysis and for 
planning, monitoring, and evaluating programs. There are , 
to be sure, within the administrative management division 
several small units directly concerned with planning and 
data management, and many of the staff members of 
divisions throughout the department are at least peripher
ally or sporadically involved in planning. However, no 
concerted effort to unify goals and objectives on a 
department-wide basis is apparently ever made, and this is 
perhaps the most serious organizational weakness that the 
research project identified in DPW. 

The interest in social services accounting at the federal 
level underscores the necessity for improvement of DPW 
data collection. Once collected, that data should be used in 
two ways: (I) internally- to manage department activities, 
to provide feedback to workers on their performance, and 
to judge the efficacy of programs; and (2) externally- to 
demonstrate the achievements of the department to legis
lators, to inform the public, and to report to the federal 
government. In the recent past, DPW has relegated the 
examination of such information to a statistics group 
concerned with simplistic reporting. The benefits of estab
lishing a strong policy planning and analysis office as an 
adjunct to the commissioner would be substantial, aP.d the 
measure should receive high priority. 

A policy planning and analysis office could gather pro
gram and management data from across Texas and use it to 
support or alter the direction of public welfare in the state. 
A position near the organizational summit would provide 
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this critical staff with the overview necessary to coordinate 
the vast array of state welfare departmental activities. In 
addition, a policy of rotation of field personnel into this 
new office on temporary assignment would enhance the 
realism of its planning. Finally, this office could supply 
creativity and guidance in the implementation of social 
services accounting systems for both state and federal 
purposes. 

Field Staff Views of Social Services Accounting 

Another consideration internal to DPW is the coopera
tion that should be expected of DPW field staff in imple
menting social services accounting. Members of the field 
staff who were interviewed expressed revealing opinions 
about various features of services accounting. 

Reporting Forms. First, reporting forms are, at best, 
tolerated by field workers as an inevitable nuisance, and the 
degree of acceptance afforded them by the field varies. The 
present Form 253 is disliked because its categories are felt 
to be arbitrary and relatively meaningless, providing no 
useful feedback to the worker. In contrast, Form 239, the 
predecessor of Form 253, was repeatedly praised for 
providing (1) a useful monthly summary of each case, and 
(2) information that give a meaningful account of the 
worker's activity. Field staff resentment of forms stems to 
some extent from incomplete understanding of the ration
ale behind the forms; and a full explanation, not only of 
how the forms are to be used, but of why they have been 
prepared should improve worker satisfaction with new 
social services accounting requirements. 

Goals and Barrier Removal. Second, the workers felt 
that the Bax's Boxes concept of goal and barrier removal 
(see Chapter Four) was basically useful. They saw their own 
work in a similar light. They had, however, one important 
reservation, i.e., that movement "down" through the goal 
levels, particularly to institutional care, should be freely 
permitted and even encouraged where appropriate. Many 
clients ;,1 protective services and many elderly clients 
should be moved to an institutional setting even though in 
the Bax's Boxes goal structure institutional care is the least 
desirable status for a client. 

Definition of Categories. Third, the key to the effective
ness of any set of forms was felt to lie in the definition of 
categories, such as categories of goals and barriers. There 
was opposition to the idea that any one set of barrier 
definitions would be adequate for all social services. The 
worst problems of generalization seem to lie in the areas of 
licensing and adoption, but many workers felt that pro
tective services diverged too far from adult and family 
services to permit useful generalizations about barriers or 
goals. Although some services may be defined in the same 
way, a common definition of their goals, such as "strength-
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ening family life," may be too broad. If more specific 
definitions are used, they may in practice become limited 
to one particular program. 

Defining the Unit of Service. Fourth, discussions with 

field staff brought into focus the problem of defining a unit 
of service. If it is defined in terms of the social worker's 
time, the assumption must be that all workers use their 
time equally well. If it is defined in terms of a service 
delivered, the assumption must be that all services are 
equally easy to delivery . Problematic too is the use to 
which any information about units of service could be put. 
The possible effects that resolution of these questions could 
have on work standards and promotion of workers deserve 
serious consideration. 

Effects of Worker Turnover. Finally, it should be noted 
that worker turnover (either through disassociation from 
the department or through promotion) is high in DPW and 
could threaten the continuity of knowledge and training in 
a system of social services reporting. The implications of 
this for system design are paramount and deserve more 
attention than has yet been given them. 

External Relationships 

DPW and the State Government. DPW should take care 
to maintain and improve its relationships with various parts 
of state government. The department should further de
velop its capacity to work smoothly with other state 
agencies and with the governor's office, and it must be able 
to bear close scrutiny by the legislature of its budget and 
activities. Friendship and informal understandings between 
DPW staff members and individual legislators cannot alone 
ensure good institutional relations. DPW must be able to 
demonstrate to the legislature in concise, concrete terms 
the department's planning and management competence 
and its programmatic successes. 

Members of the research project talked with a number of 
individuals closely associated with state legislative affairs. 
Unfortunately, the impression DPW seems to make when 
departmental staff and administrators are called to testify 
or when information is requested from the agency is often 
one of uncertainty, if not confusion. However, those we 
interviewed were quick to concede that much of this 
reflected federal uncertainty. They added that if DPW were 
to place more emphasis on planning and evaluation, the 
legislature would have clearer guidelines for formulating 
welfare policy. Accordingly, the research project recom
mends that this possibility for improved relations between 
the department and the legislature through creation of a 
DPW social services reporting/accounting/evaluation system 
be extensively explored . Legislative involvement in the 
interpretation of a statewide analysis of social needs and 
patterns would bring DPW and the legislature into an active 
working relationship in addressing and solving the state's 
poverty problems. 
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DPW and the Citizens of Texas. Ultimately, the citizens 
of Texas will have to judge the efforts of the department. 
But if DPW cannot describe the goals and objectives of the 
state welfare programs in a way that is meaningful to the 
average citizen, it is small wonder that the department is 
basically misunderstood and even disliked by many Texans. 
Dispelling myths and public ignorance about welfare and 
social services demands a systematic educational program 
which DPW should undertake, but the tools currently at the 
disposal of DPW for gathering the required data and 
presenting it in an effective manner are simply inadequate. 

The disadvantaged Texas citizens who receive services, 
food stamps, or assistance payments from DPW represent 
a special group. They have an obvious stake in the efficient 
management of DPW and in the effectiveness of financial 
and social service programs, and for them the consequences 
are real when the legislature fails to respond to a presenta
tion by DPW officials because it was less informed and con
vincing than it could have been. Certainly these citizens of 
Texas are affected by public misunderstanding of the 
mission of DPW, as reflected in the constitutionally im
posed spending ceiling, the lack of cooperation in field situ
ations, and the stubborn persistence of welfare myths. 
There is no panacea for these difficulties, but the research 
project is convinced that creative use of information de
rived from a comprehensive social services accounting and 
evaluation system could at least provide a basis for progress. 

THE FEDERAL SITUATION 

The federal government's expectations and requirements 
must be part of any discussion of the environment into 
which DPW's social services reporting system must fit. As 
we have seen in Chapter Three, federal actions have been 
unpredictable and at times abrasive. They may continue to 
be: there have been significant political inducements in 
recent years compelling the federal government to collect 
concrete data about where money was spent on social 
services ~nd what positive results were achieved by those 
expenditures. 

Federal Guidelines for 
Social Services Accounting 

It will be useful to review briefly here the record of 
federal actions discussed in Chapter Three. Spurred by the 
"accounting mood" of the Administration and rising 
expenditures for the social services program work began 
during fiscal year 1972 within HEW's Social and Rehabilita
tion Service on guidelines for social services accounting. 
Toward the end of 1972 some momentum had been 
established by HEW, but the written work had not yet been 
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completed. Even so, a contract was let with Catholic 
University in Washington, D.C., calling for nationwide 
training in the area of social services accounting. An initial 
and rather unproductive training session was held to 
familiarize top state welfare administrators with the con
cepts and regulations in the first draft of federal regulations 
which had been completed in June 1972. A second meeting 
was held in October 1972 at which preliminary work 
performed by Catholic University and the University of 
Georgia was presented to representatives of 10 schools of 
social work to familiarize them with the regulations. This 
was a crucial meeting, because each school was to conduct 
the training of welfare workers in its region. The details of 
the accounting system presented were, however, based on 
concepts and guidelines which were ambiguous at best, 
even though scheduled for publication in the Federal 
Register on November 1. Most of the representatives left 
the meeting feeling ill prepared to carry out the training. 

As the November 1 deadline drew near, most states were 
working feverishly in anticipation of compliance, but on 
the very eve of publication, the guidelines were withdrawn 
for an indefinite period. HEW hoped that deficiencies 
causing the withdrawal could soon be corrected and a 
second draft published in time for the regulations to 
become law by the beginning of 1973. In late November, 
the second draft, not yet in final form, began to filter 
through to the states. Concurrently, representatives of 
Touche Ross and Co., and Booz, Allen, and Hamilton, Inc., 
began intensive work with the states on implementation. 
Many states set up planning machinery in expectation that 
the draft regulations then in their possession would soon 
appear in the Federal Register, and work intensified in the 
face of rumors that the states would have little time to 
adjust to the published guidelines themselves. 

The political scene in Washington was changing, how
ever, and as 1973 began, HEW was reorganized. Caspar 
Weinberger, the new secretary of the department, 
immediately set about a third redraft of the regulations 
which appeared in the Federal Register in February 1973. 
The Weinberger version combined the two service-oriented 
sections of previous drafts and dropped the third section on 
social service management systems entirely. The states were 
to comment on the regulations as presented . HEW reserved 
the right to delay final implementation of the requirements 
and to re-examine the social service management system 
specifications for later issuance. Publication of the service
oriented portions of the regulations constituted Phase I of 
the issuance; release of Phase II, the social service manage
ment system guidelines, was seen as subject to delay until 
the summer of 1973 or even later. As we noted in Chapter 
Three, however, no Phase II regulations had been issued by 
the end of 1973, and the time of their eventual issuance has 
become uncertain. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The history of DPW's efforts to cope with the necessities 
for social services accounting and the chronology of HEW's 
efforts to issue social services regulations present a picture 
of confusion. It contrasts sharply with the way certain 
other states have handled the same problems. The message 
is clear: some states (Georgia, Iowa, and Massachusetts 
among them) have adopted an attitude which results in 
state welfare agencies maintaining maximum independence 
from federal influence . These are the states which have 
experienced least confusion during the months of rapidly 
shifting federal ground. While their situations differ from 
Texas in that public attitudes toward welfare may be more 
generous and their legislatures somewhat more friendly 
toward welfare department operations, there is no reason 
why the Texas DPW should make its job more difficult by 
failing to develop a degree of independence from HEW and 
its shifting regulations. A state-created and state-oriented 
social services reporting/accounting/evaluation system would 
be a major step toward such independence, and we 
recommend that DPW take it. It would be surprising, 
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indeed, if such an approach, in the long run, did not pay 
off, even with respect to attracting federal dollars. 

At present, though, even if DPW were to create such a 
reporting system, the department has no unit strong enough 
to take on the design of the project and to operate it. Nor 
could the department as presently organized make effective 
use of the data that a system of this kind would generate. 
DPW lacks a policy planning and analysis unit at the high 
level necessary to provide it with adequate overview and 
authority . We recommend the immediate development of 
such a planning unit. 

The lack of acceptance and understanding received by 
DPW from the legislature, from other parts of the state 
government, and from the citizens of Texas is a serious 
matter. It should be a primary concern of DPW to improve 
these relationships, but at this time, the department does 
not have the tools necessary to accomplish this task. With 
better information, systematic handling of information, and 
a capability within the department for improvement in 
management, planning, and evaluation, DPW could create a 
more orderly existence and replace recurrent crises with 
progressive achievement. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

AN OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

On the basis of the discussion and analysis in Parts I and 
II of this report, the policy research project reached the 
following general conclusion: 

• The Texas Department ofPublic Welfare should move 
beyond proposed federal requirements and establish 
an accounting and accountability system more 
appropriate to the state situation. 

Three observations support this conclusion. First, the state 
needs a stronger, more comprehensive planning capability 
in welfare policy. By going beyond federal requirements 
and establishing a broader evaluative system to describe and 
analyze the state's needs and current welfare conditions, 
DPW could develop a strong planning orientation and public 
profile. Second, by extending federal accounting require
ments, DPW could strengthen state initiative in welfare 
policy and facilitate a new degree of independence from 
federal directions necessary to achieve continuity in state 
policy. Third, with respect to the state legislature, a demon
strated ability to show results would improve DPW's 
political status and its ability to secure the necessary appro
priations for innovative programs. 

THE NEED FOR EVALUATIVE INFORMATION 
AT THE STATE LEVEL 

Basically, there are two kinds of accountability- internal 
and external (see Chapter Five). But external accountability 
(outside DPW) is possible only insofar as a measure of 
internal accountability (within DPW) exists. Unless DPW 
has knowledge of and control over the effects of its own 
administration of social services, its ability to account for 
service expenditures and service results will be inadequate. 
Internal management can be improved through the collec
tion of information about what services DPW actually 
delivers, at what cost, and with what results. This implies 
much more than mere cost accounting: a combined 
reporting/accounting/evaluation information system is 
required. 

A Combined 
Reporting/Accounting/Evaluation System 

Such a system would include at least three kinds of 

useful information about social services: (1) information 
about operational efficiency, (2) information about effec
tiveness in the short term, and (3) information about 
effectiveness over the long term. Operational efficiency 
relates to immediate results of program efforts. Short- and 
long-term effectiveness relate to changes in the lives of 
individuals and communities resulting from program imple
mentation and indicate how long these changes last. 

While federal regulations now require states to collect 
more data about operational efficiency and to a lesser 
degree about short-term effectiveness of services, no data is 
required on long-term effectiveness. More sophisticated 
information about social service expenses and administra
tive operations will certainly improve existing information 
at the state level, but it will not provide administrators with 
all the answers. The federally defined accounting require
ments are only a beginning. 

Measures ofShort-Term and 
Long-Term Effectiveness 

Information on operational efficiency can answer three 
important and related questions: what services is given? to 
whom? and at what cost? But it cannot answer questions 
concerning changes brought about in the situation of the 
recipient as a result of social services delivery. In the 
absence of such critical information, measures of program 
effectiveness could in practice become equated with opera
tional efficiency to the detriment of beneficial social 
services that might have higher costs. Furthermore, this 
information is limited to delivery of services to only that 
small number of welfare recipients who make up the social 
service clientele at a given time. It cannot relate the services 
delivered to the condition of the larger welfare population, 
the even larger poor population, or a particular community 
in the state. Yet it is precisely these relatiOnships that are of 
major concern to legislators and the general public. Only 
when DPW has information about the short-term and 
long-term effectiveness of social services can it respond to 
important policy questions like these: 

• Have existing social services helped reduce welfare 
clients' dependence on financial assistance? 
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• Have existing social services helped reduce poverty? 
• What are the greatest benefits of social services 

according to the recipients? 
• How do the benefits of social services compare with 

the costs? 
• What new social service programs would be more 

effective than existing programs? 

Explicitly Defined Objectives 

In addition, measures of effectiveness, whether short- or 
long-term, require that social service objectives be explicitly 
defined so that specific results cari be reasonably and 
clearly related to them. Proposed federal regulations
influenced by a renewed emphasis on the work ethic
prescribe two broad program objectives which must be 
applied to all social services: "self-support" and "self
sufficiency." The use of these objectives as rigid guides in 
accounting for a range of services from provision of day 
care to homemaker services for the aged will inevitably 
result in contrived interpretations and farfetched evalua
tions. Unrealistic objectives destroy the usefulness of 
evaluative information. "Self-sufficiency" in terms of 
homemaker services for the aged could be very different 
from the ordinary interpretation of "self-sufficiency" a 
state legislator might make. Such generalization of service 
objectives can only exacerbate the lack of communication 
between social services administrators, on the one hand, 
and legislators and citizens on the other, and further distort 
the opinions of the latter about the effectiveness or 
ineffectiveness of social services delivery. A limited set of 
objectives applied to a variety of social services can also 
result in comparative evaluations of services that are 
fundamentally not comparable. DPW should establish 
realistic objectives carefully defined in terms of specific 
kinds of social services to (a) allow for more accurate 
statements about absolute effectiveness and (b) provide a 
better basis for comparisons of effectiveness. Service 
objectives should be further distinguished in terms of the 
relative difficulty of a specific problem so that certain 
services, such as child protective services, will not consis
tently show poorer measures of effectiveness. 

Objectives Related to Statewide Needs 

A meaningful program evaluation system also requires 
that social service objectives be related to statewide 
assessment of needs. An accurate assessment of service 
impact is impossible without a description of the poverty 
or welfare problems in existence prior to social service 
delivery. At the very least, DPW administrators should 
identify the problems of the actual social service clientele 
to make accurate evaluations of how well existing services 
meet their needs. If DPW is to demonstrate program 
accomplishments in terms of a larger population-such 
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as the welfare or poor populations throughout the state
the scope of a needs analysis must be broad. As we 
have pointed out in Chapter Six, many state legis
lators and citizens often mak;e implicit judgments about 
the value of social services with respect to these larger 
populations. A factual description of their needs by DPW 
would make these problems explicit and help to assure that 
DPW, the legislature, and the citizenry share a common 
reference point from which to measure service effective
ness. In addition, an analysis of the needs of a population 
larger than the current social services clientele should make 
the accuracy of the eligibility criteria more readily 
apparent. The analysis should reveal what percentage of the 
eligible population is in need and not receiving services and 
what percentage receives services but is not in need. At the 
same time, an analysis of needs could provide the adminis
trator with a description of the constraints under which 
social services are actually delivered and evaluated. 

In the past, the federal government has left to the states 
the responsibility for collecting information useful to their 
particular programs. The experience of welfare agencies in 
some states (see Chapter Four) indicates that all states 
could develop their social service accounting systems 
beyond the level proposed by HEW, so that these systems 
could be useful to the state's internal management and 
administration. Examination of accounting procedures in 
certain states shows that simplicity and flexibility are key 
consideratio·ns in the design of a state accountability 
system. The information it yields is oriented to state-level 
management requirements and specifically descriptive of 
departmental activity . Such a system also produces data 
with real meaning for state legislators. 

Recommendations 

The Texas Department ofPublic Welfare should develop 
its own social services reporting/accounting/evaluation 
system, whether federally required or not. Components of 
this system should include an ana(vsis of the needs of the 
actual welfare population (with plans to eventually include 
larger populations) and measures of short-term and long
term effectiveness. In addition, the Department of Public 
Welfare should clearly define service objectives so that more 
accurate evaluations of the results of social services delivery 
can be made. 

THE NEED FOR REVITALIZATION OF STATE 
INITIATIVE IN POLICY DEVELOPMENT 

A reporting/accounting/evaluation information system is 
of little value to DPW's internal management unless what is 
learned is made part of an ongoing policy planning process. 
Constructive planning must be based on knowledge of how 
well social services are currently achieving their objectives. 
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Only when this basic information is available can DPW (1) 
develop programs which incorporate effective services, and 
(2) continually reassess the weaknesses of less effective 
programs. In addition , the social services reporting/ 
accounting/evaluation system requires full-time depart
mental attention at the highest level if it is to contribute 
significantly to improved internal management and external 
accountability (see Chapters Five and Six). 

An Office ofPolicy Planning and Analysis 

Within DPW there is as yet no central office for 
collecting and transmitting information about program 
efficiency and effectiveness and for supervising any newly 
implemented accounting system. There is no staff with 
responsibility for coordinating objectives, evaluating 
program effectiveness, and planning program improvements 
(see Chapter Six). The need for a planning staff was made 
conspicuously clear to the policy research project in its 
examination of the organization of the San Angelo, Texas, 
demonstration project. In that case, a task force consisting 
largely of statisticians (but no field personnel) worked for a 
year and produced an accounting system which does little 
more than fulfill probable federal requirements. Another 
factor currently working against DPW's attempts at 
planning in Texas is the lack of communication between 
administrators and field personnel. This was indicated in 
interviews with caseworkers, administrators, and field 
personnel participating in the design of the accounting 
system. The researchers were well aware, however, that the 
federal government itself often contributes to the weakness 
of policy planning and development at the state level. 
Ambivalence and indecision surrounding the recent issuance 
of HEW regulations is a case in point (see Chapter Three) . 

Developing Skilled Personnel 

The importance of a single organizational unit within 
DPW charged with primary responsibility for planning or 
policy development cannot be overestimated, for when 
these functions and the personnel performing them are 
scattered throughout a welfare department , as is currently 
the case with DPW, fragmented policymaking is the result. 
Such administrative dispersion also retards the development 
of a specialized staff. Development of skilled personnel in a 
central, continuing unit would assure in-house technical 
expertise with the research tools necessary to collect and 
analyze the data on which an effective planning process 
could be established. Perhaps an even more important 
function of the planning unit would be its capacity to 
evaluate new policy directions , whether federally or state 
initiated, in terms of state needs. Such a unit could make 
DPW less vulnerable to constant fluctuations in external 
decisionmaking. Instead of becoming immersed in attempts 
to fill gaps created by external policy changes, the planning 

unit would allow for informed anticipation and a rational 
assessment of the best DPW responses to outside changes, 
actual and potential. The planning unit should operate at a 
high administrative level with knowledge of activities 
throughout the department , serving the commissioner and 
deputy commissioners directly, and sharing their immediate 
access to the state's policy-making process. 

Alleviating Communications Problems 

The planning and evaluation unit should also alleviate 
communications difficulties between high-level administra
tors and the field workers whose cooperation in gathering 
information would be essential to the successful operation 
of the unit. Closer participation by the field staff together 
with better training in reporting methods would improve 
the caseworker's performance in completing forms and 
increase the accuracy of information about service delivery. 

Coping with Changing Federal Guidelines 

The frequent changes in direction of federal policy tend 
to make the federal government , and HEW specifically, 
more of a hindrance than a guide to welfare policymaking. 
DPW's recent efforts to develop a social services accounting 
system in the confused context of changing regulations 
provides ample evidence for this contention (see Chapter 
Six). There appears to be significant correspondence be
tween the ·degree of state independence from federal 
guidelines and the ease of compliance with them . The few 
states that have taken the initiative to improve their own 
accounting systems have had least difficulty in adjusting to 
shifting federal requirements (see Chapter Four). A central 
planning and evaluation unit in DPW would (a) facilitate a 
degree of independence from federal intervention, (b) elimi
nate uncoordinated responses to federal directives, (c) 
permit intelligent appraisal of federal mandates in terms of 
their effect on state policy, and ( d) improve perception and 
anticipation of the direction of federal policy. 

Moving from Internal to 
External Accountability 

A centralized planning and evaluation unit would also 
make possible the transition from internal to external 
accountability and the presentation of a strong planning 
and policy-making profile to the state legislature and the 
governor . A mood of scepticism about welfare programs 
and a general lack of reliable information about social 
services delivery have been partly responsible for DPW's 
limited role in defining policy alternatives and their 
implication. DPW must demonstrate planning and manage
ment expertise through program accomplishments not only 
for the benefit of legislators and other units of the state 
government , but to counteract public scepticism as well. 
Thus more effective planning and evaluation will improve 
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both DPW's internal accountability and the department's 
relationships with the legislature and the people of Texas 
(see Chapter Six). 

Recommendations 

The Texas DPW should establish an office of policy 
planning and analysis in the office of the commissioner. 
Professionals should be recruited from the fields of plan
ning and evaluation, operations research, and systems 
analysis. The staff should create channels of communica
tion with field personnel. The office should be established 
independently of federal regulations and, if necessary, 
without federal funding for its operations. 

ORGANIZATIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF A STATE 
SYSTEM TO ACCOUNT FOR SOCIAL SERVICES 

The development of a successful system of account
ability by DPW is integrally related to its organizational 
structure. There is no way to hold administrative and 
supervisory personnel accountable for social service effec
tiveness if the lines of responsibility are unclear and the 
structure of service delivery is fragmented. 

Responsibility of the Regional Administrator 

Under DPW's present organizational structure, the re
sponsibilities of the regional administrator are not clearly 
and formally established . This important position is a point 
of allocation where the social services available through the 
state office make their impact on the needs of the region. 
Yet under a recent DPW reorganization establishing a 
direct line between the central state office in Austin 
and program directors in the field, the responsibility 
of the regional administrator remains unclear. In view of his 
pivotal role in attaining a coordinated approach to service 
delivery and the consequent implications for better 
accountability, DPW would do well to avoid reorganization 
which weakens or renders ambiguous the position of the 
regional administrator . 

Coordination of Social Service Delivery 

Because accountability extends to the level of service 
delivery and field operations, DPW organization at this level 
also demands attention. One major organizational concern 
here has to do with the intake procedures, including the 
question of the client's access to the program and his 
involvement in the development of an individual service 
plan. Activities have long been uncoordinated at the 
delivery level because the number of agencies involved is 
large. Inefficiency and inconvenience for clients have re
sulted. The lack of coordination is both geographical and 
administrative . Many services are provided by different 
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agencies at different locations, and clients often face trans
portation difficulties in their efforts to apply for and 
receive a service. Eligibility may be determined separately 
at each location, and once accepted, the eligible client may 
find it impossible to arrange a useful timing of service pro
visions. For instance , an AFOC mother may not be able to 
arrange simultaneously the transportation, day care, and 
employment services she needs to become employable. 
Furthermore, once a client has left the referral office, there 
is no systematic follow-up to determine whether the referral 
was helpful. National studies show that less than 20 percent 
of clients actually receive social services through the referral 
process. 

Better coordination and improved accountability can be 
achieved by dispensing a variety of social services from a 
central location convenient to clients. Such an arrangement 
would offer several improvements over present procedures: 

it would minimize the client's transportation prob
lems; 
it would permit coordination of services in terms of 
timing and other needs of clients; 
it would minimize difficulties in determining a client's 
eligibility for more than one service; 

• it would facilitate follow-up on referrals to determine 
whether a client needs additional assistance; 

• it would provide a centralized basis for accountability 
for activities at the service delivery level. 

CTient Participation in Social 
Service Planning 

Social service plans are often prepared in haste by a 
caseworker , and the client's participation is limited to 
signing or rejecting a service request form. He is seldom 
encouraged to integrate his or her personal needs and 
aspirations with the caseworker's program objectives, and 
this is partly responsible for a widespread difference in the 
way clients and caseworkers view social services (see 
Chapter One). Caseworkers tend to think of the purpose of 
services as improvement in social relationships and 
self-reliance, while clients think of services as provision of 
materials and emergency help. Consequently, evaluations of 
service effectiveness differ depending on whose perspective 
is adopted . The development of realistic service plans and 
objectives is the first prerequisite of a system of 
accountability . Until client and caseworker achieve· mutual 
understanding about the results a service plan should 
produce, meaningful accountability is unlikely. 

A "co-planning approach" to casework cart help solve 
this problem. While such an approach is already required in 
vague terms by federal regulations, it rarely exists in 
practice. The co-planning we envision is a procedure to be 
followed by caseworker and client together . Wherever 
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possible the client would be requested to identify his or her 
own needs and aspirations in his or her own way of 
thinking. The caseworker would then provide help in 
articulating those needs and in deciding upon the service or 
set of services that could fulfill them consistent with 
program objectives. Abstract objectives like "strengthening 
family life" should be avoided and emphasis given instead 
to the client's ability to make decisions, develop initiative, 
and act purposefully. 

This kind of client participation would permit 
(1) greater accuracy in evaluating social service delivery, 
and (2) more precise definition of those available services in 
actual demand and those of less use to the majority of 
welfare recipients. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Recommendations 

The Texas DPW should evaluate its organizational 
structure in terms of its contribution to service account
ability. Specific attention should be given to these prob
lems: 

(I) the responsibility ofregional administrators; 

(2) the coordination of social services delivery to 
improve the client's access to them; and 

(3) client participation 
service plans. 

in the development of 
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APPENDIX A 

SOCIAL SERVICES PROVIDED BY 

THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE 

The Texas DPW provides social services to former, 
current, and potential recipients of welfare under a three
fold system as follows: it provides services directly, it 
purchases services from other state agencies, and it con
tracts for services with private or local agencies. The types 
of social services provides through this threefold system, as 
listed in the Department's Social Services Handbook, are: 

2000 Protective Services to Children 

3000 Child Care Services 
3100 Day Care Services 
3200 In-Home Child Care 
3300 Foster Home Care 
3400 Institutional Care 
3500 Social Services Related to Full-Time Foster 

Care of Children 
3600 Adoption Services 

4000 Social Services to AFDC Families 
4100 Services to Assist AFDC Family Members to 

Reach and Utilize Program Offering 
Training and Employment Service 

4200 Services to Assist AFDC Family Members in 
the Prevention or Reduction of Births 
Out-of-Wedlock 

4300 Family Planning Service to AFDC Parents 
4400 Services to Assist AFDC Families to Meet 

Particular Educational and Housing Needs 
in Strengthening Family Life 

4500 Services to Assist AFDC Children to Secure 
and Utilize Educational Opportunities in 
Accordance with their Capacities 

4600 Services to Assist AFDC Family Members 
with Family Relationship Stresses 

4700 Services to Assist AFDC Family Members 
Secure and Utilize Needed Health Services 

4800 Other Services to AFDC Families 

5000 Social Services to Adults 
5100 Protecting Adult Applicants/Recipients 

from Hazardous Conditions and Situations 
5200 Assisting Adult Applicants/Recipients to 

Remain in Their Own Homes and Obtain 
There the Care and Attention Needed by 
Them 

5300 Enabling Adult Applicants/Recipients to 
Return to Their Own Homes or Commun
ities 

5400 Assisting Adult Applicants/Recipients in 
Securing and Utilizing Needed ·Health Ser
vices 

5500 Assisting Handicapped, Blind and Disabled 
Applicants/Recipients in Securing and Uti
lizing Self-Support Services 

5600 Services to Applicants/Recipients to Im
prove Their Living Arrangements and En
hance Activities of Daily Living 

5700 Services to Improve Opportunities for Social 
and Community Participation 

5800 Services to Individuals to Meet Special 
Needs 

9000 Services to the Community 
9100 Point of Entry-Information and Referral 

Services to Community 
9200 Assistance to Communities in Planning for 

and Development of Community Services 
Needed by Public Welfare Recipients 

9300 Volunteer Services 
9400 Providing Social Services for Tenants in Low 

Rent Public Housing 
DPW provides relatively few direct services and allocates 

social service resources to salaries for workers and their 
staff support. Among the direct services provided most 
frequently are child protective services (about 40 percent of 
all services), information and referral; counseling, and local 
resources development. The other servic;es listed are bought 
.by the department from other state agencies or from 
private or local agencies. 

DPW purchases services from a number of other state 
agencies, among them: 

(1) Texas Education Agency, 
(2) Mental Health/Mental Retardation, 
(3) Department of Corrections, 
(4) Texas Youth Council, 
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(5) Department of Public Health, (8) Commission on Alcoholism, and 
( 6) Department of Pardon and Paroles, (9) Department of Community Affairs. 
(7) The University of Texas Medical Schools, 
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TEXAS RETROACTIVE CLAIMS FOR FEDERAL FUNDS FOR 

SOCIAL SERVICES PROVIDED THROUGH INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS 

In the summer of 1971, members of the Governor's staff 
became interested in the opportunity for the State of Texas 
to receive federal matching funds for social services 
provided by state agencies other than DPW. This appeared 
to be possible under the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 
45, Chapter II, Parts 220, 222, and 226. Several other 
states-most notably California-had already developed 
extensive claims for such matching funds . However, the 
HEW Regional Office determined that Texas would not be 
eligible, because there was no single state agency for 
providing social services, and the legislature appropriated 
funds directly to numerous agencies that provided services 
rather than to DPW for purchasing services. 

Nevertheless, in the late Spring of 1972, members of the 
Governor's staff and of DPW became aware of social service 
matching programs in other states which were administered 
under provisions similar to those in Texas. With renewed 
interest, DPW went back to work on the matching claims 
proposal. There was special pressure due to an apparent 
deadline of June 31, 1972 for all claims on services 
provided through existing programs. DPW worked inten
sively throughout June on the various issues concerning the 
retroactive claims, such as the development of interagency 
agreements, determination and definition of services pro
vided, linkage of these services to federal regulations, and 
calculation of numbers of clients in the program eligible for 
matching funds. Claims for all of federal FY 1972 were 
submitted to HEW during the last week of June. 

On July 27, 1972 DPW received a letter of credit for 
$34,838,000 for social services provided during the last 
quarter of fiscal 1972. Claims for the first three quarters of 
federal FY 1972, however, were not approved at that time, 
and DPW began proceedings to establish these claims. The 
state contended that there was no substantive difference 
between the fourth quarter for which $34,838,000 had 
been granted and the first three quarters for which an 
additional $91,291,432 was claimed. 

To secure help in verifying these claims, DPW entered 
into a technical assistance contract in late July 1972 with 
the national consulting firm of Peat, Marwick, and Mitchell 
Associates. The firm was charged with two basic contrac
tual responsibilities: (1) verifying eligible recipients and 
costs for the first three quarters of federal FY 1972, and 

(2) setting up an ongoing system for verifying eligibility 
and justifying further claims. 

The Peat, Marwick, and Mitchell study consisted of four 
parts: 

(1) service profiles related to each of the four assistance 
categories (the process of developing these profiles 
was deductive: first, general goals were identified, 
then specific activities contingent on those goals 
were broken out); 

(2) cost accumulations based on services and percentage 
of clients eligible under each agency program; 

(3) a sampling of the client population served (results 
indicated a statistical precision of 95 percent ± 1); 
and 

(4) an eligibility-determination which estimated the 
percentage of either past, present, or potential 
recipients (these recipients, however, were not 
broken out according to the four categorical pro
grams). 

The first part of the report included the development of 
program definitions and service goals. This was particularly 
important, because the way in which services were defined 
could frequently determine the amount of federal matching 
funds that could be claimed. Consequently, the report also 
contained an analysis of general program components for 
each agency's claims. These general program components 
were further divided into three categories: (1) federal 
service objectives, (2) program service provided, and 
(3) activities. 

The other three parts of the report were primarily 
concerned with client eligibility. In determining the per
centage of program clients eligible for federal social service 
matching funds, Peat, Marwick, and Mitchell used two 
entitlement forms : 

(I) for AFDC- "The family is currently receiving assis
tance through the Texas Department of Public 
Welfare ." 

yes / / no / / unknown / I 
(2) for adult services-"The individual is currently re

ceiving a financial assistance grant through the Texas 
Department of Public Welfare." 

yes I I no I I unknown / / 
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Accordingly , the cost accumulations based on services program resulted in the following tabulations: 
provided and percent of clients eligible in each agency 

Agency First-Three Quarters Fourth Quarter Total 
(Claimed) (Received) 

Texas Education Agency 
Mental Health/Mental Retardation 
Department of Corrections 
Department of Health 
Texas Youth Council 
Department of Pardon and Paroles 
The University of Texas Medical Schools 
Department of Community Affairs 
Commission on Alcoholism 
Office of Information Services 
Good Neighbor Commission 

$60,484,483 
42,350,436 

213,027 
4,550,100 

764,592 
630,133 
518 ,605 

38,378 
189,881 

22,343 

$21 ,694,885 $82,179,368 
17,774,290 60,124,726 

57 ,155 270 ,182 
1,851 ,154 6,401,254 

258 ,319 1,022,911 
210,044 840,177 
172 ,869 691,474 

4,739 43,117 
99 ,933 289,814 
18 ,542 18 ,542 
7,740 30,083 

Federal Share (75% of Total) $109 ,761 ,978 

The $42,149 ,670 shown for the fourth quarter is a larger 
amount than that received because some of the agency 
claims were not submitted in the final request. 

In mid-January 1973 DPW received word that its claims 
for retroactive federal matching funds for the first three 
quarters of federal FY 1972 had been denied . In a draft 
letter to SRS regional commissioners, John D. Twiname , 
the Administrator of SRS, outlined the terms upon which 
retroactive claims for funds for services would be denied: 

1. Retroactive determination of eligibility is not allow
able, except in cases of emergency. 

$42,149 ,670 $151 ,911,648 

2. Individual service plans may not be construed after 
the fact. 
3. Arrangements for services pursuant to individual 
service plans may not be after the fact. 
4. Accounting methods cannot be · construed after the 
fact , except for the correction of errors and revision of 
reported expenditures. 

The denial of these claims is only one instance in a series of 
attempts to limit federal spending in the social services area . 
Several states have taken legal action against the federal 
government. Texas has filed suit independently. As of early 
197 4 the case had not yet been decided. 
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SOCIAL SERVICES IN THE FEBRUARY 16, 1973 PROPOSED RULES 

I. Titles I, X, XN, XVI~Services in the Adult Programs II. Title IV-A Services for Families and Children 
(Aged, Blind, or Disabled)* 

Chore Services Mandatory Services 
Day-care Service for Adults Family Planning Services 
Educational Services Foster-care Services for Children 
Employment Services Protective Services for Children 

Family Planning Services 
Foster-care Services for Adults 
Health-related Services Optional Services 
Home Delivered or Congregate Meals Day-care services for Children 
Homemaker Services Educational Services 
Home Management and other Functional Educational Employment Services (Non-WIN) 

Services Health-related Services 
Housing Improvement Services Home Management and other Functional Educational 
Protective Services for Adults Services 
Special Services for the Blind Housing Improvement Services 
Transportation Services Transportation Services 

*At least one service to be provided statewide. 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE: 
PRE-1968 ORGANIZATION 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE: 

1968 REORGANIZATION 
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE: 1973 REORGANIZATION 
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