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WHERE WE ARE 

 

 We are “in” chapters 7 and 8 and the information about the roles of Inspectors General. 

 I have posted assignments 4 and 5. 

 

EXAMPLE OF HOW TO CALCULATE A RATIO 

 

A ratio usually looks like this:  147:1 

And it is spoken, “one hundred and 47 to 1.” 

 

If the question is property tax revenues per person and there are 1,000 persons and the county 

receives $12,000,000 in property taxes, the calculation is as follows. 

 

The numerator is 12,000,000. 

The denominator is 1,000 

 

12,000,000 / 1,000 = 12,000 

The ratio is $12,000: 1 

 

TWO GOOD SOURCES OF RELEVANT TERMS AND PHRASES 

 

A Glossary of Terms Used in the Federal Budget Process 

http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d05734sp.pdf 

 

Finance Glossary of Accounting and Budgeting Terms 

http://www.dof.ca.gov/fisa/bag/documents/FinanceGlossary.pdf 

 

SOME REVIEW 

 

The money for the entire Fiscal Year does not arrive all at once. It comes in a series of 

ALLOTMENTS. (I think of an allotment like a child's weekly allowance.) 

 

 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Impoundment_of_appropriated_funds 

 

 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rescission (see the By government part) 

 

ADMINISTRATION DISCRETION refers to the fact that agency administrators NEED to fill in 

the details that the politicians did not. This is necessary and proper. Elected politicians should 

not be telling people how to run nuclear power plants, for example. But, of course, when elected 

politicians are not happy with the use of administrative discretion, they can step in and pass very 

specific new laws, telling administrators not only WHAT TO DO, but HOW TO DO IT.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Impoundment_of_appropriated_funds
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rescission


 

In other words, policy laws and the budget should not attempt to SPECIFICY THE 

IMPLEMENTATION of the budget. The details of implementation (the HOW) should be left to 

the agencies. 

 

FOOD FOR VISUAL THINKING 

 

 

 
Figure 1 

 

 



 
Figure 2 

 

So, the agency is getting its periodic allotments of money to be spend running PROGRAMS 

intended to implement public policies while being “bossed” by the elected chief executive and 

being subject to OVERSITE by committees in the legislative branch.  

 

The problems . . . 

 

 It is likely that none of the elected people are experts in what the agency does. 

 The highest level agency executive is a “plant” of the political chief executive to help 

assure POLITICAL ACCOUNTABILITY.  

 It is likely that the two branches of government fundamentally disagree about the 

importance of the mission of the agency. 

 While the political chief executive is “boss,” (because the agency is part of the executive 

branch of government), the legislative branch “holds the purse strings.”  

 Both the political chief executive and the legislative branch are engaged in the budgetary 

processes. 

 No body may really understand the budget as a whole.  

 A lot of the details are known only by TECHNICAL SPECIALISTS who work either for 

the executive branch or the legislative branch. 

 If the train needs repairs, it must be fixed while it is running down the track at high speed. 

 The political system itself is largely dysfunctional and distressed. (my opinion) 

 The agency itself may be in internal turmoil. 

 

And we expect this thing to run like a Singer sewing machine? 



CHAPTER 7 -- BUDGET EXECUTION 

 

The agency does not receive all its money for the budget year up front. It usually comes in 

periodic ALLOTMENTS. 

 

Things never go exactly as planned.  

 

This chapter kind of has two dimensions. It is about what can happen after the budget is in place. 

THINGS CAN CHANGE for at least two major reasons. 

 

1. The fight is not over. 

2. Unexpected things happen. 

 

There are supplemental appropriations made during budget years (especially when budgets are 

for two-years at a time, as in Georgia.) 

 

In terms of "unexpected things happen," any budget needs to be flexible enough to accommodate 

events that were not anticipated when it was passed. 

 

But, generally speaking, there needs to be some CONTINGENCY MONEY "somewhere" for 

unexpected needs, and some FLEXIBILITY such that appropriate DISCRETION can be used as 

needed during the IMPLEMENTATION phase of the budget cycle. 

 

"Moving money around," is not necessary bad. It may be a necessary exercise of 

administrative discretion. 

 

As long as what was done can be explained to the AUDITORS (and is proper), all is okay. 

 

Here is the catch . . . 

 

Prudent administrators in an agency will hold back some spending (if possible) as a “cushion” 

during the budget year. However, as the end of the budget year approaches they generally find a 

way to spend that money whether it is necessary to do so or not. Otherwise, they undercut their 

position in the budgeting “game” going forward.  

 

There needs to be a way to REWARD ADMINISTRATIVE PRUDENCE without creating this 

RUSH TO SPEND at the end of the budget year (fiscal year). 

 

As it is, the system produces a “spend it or lose it” mentality near the end of the fiscal year. 

 

--------------- - 

 

CHAPTER 8 – ENTER THE INSPECTORS GENERAL 

 



There are people in the role of Inspector General “everywhere.” They work at the national, state 

and local levels. Their basic “job” is to investigate possible instances of “waste, fraud and 

abuse.”  

 

Basically, when there is evidence of SYSTEMIC CORRUPTION, somebody appoints and 

Inspector General and his or her office gets paid by somebody. 

 

These are THANKLESS and often IMPOSSIBLE positions.  

 

They need to be BULLDOGS (maybe pit bulls is the better metaphor) but they are always on 

somebody’s leash.  

 

 The problem is that they need INFORMATION, MONEY, and POLITICAL SUPPORT and 

that corruption does not exist in a political vacuum.  

 

Instead of “barking and biting” they usually have to walk a diplomatic line of trying to stay on 

the good side of the very interests that may well be behind the corruption.  

 

Corruption can become deeply engrained in the culture of a government’s political system and in 

the culture of its agencies. 

 

When someone creates an office of inspector general to try to get at the root of a situation, he or 

she (and others) are likely to become threatened if the person appointed really gets to the roots of 

things.  

 

This is kind of like an iceberg. What appears above the surface of the water is often only the tip 

of it. 

 

As a consequence, inspectors general often wind up only doing very specific investigations into 

very specific matters. If they try to go deeper, they are likely to face opposition that they are 

largely powerless to resist. WITHOUT INFORMATION investigations are toothless. 

WITHOUT SOME KIND OF POLITICAL POWER outside the immediate situation, it is 

difficult or impossible to be effective in rooting out corruption. 

 

If inspectors general have to “play nice” to get anything done, what is the point? 

 

Just as politics can be “dirty,” so can administration be soiled with corruption resulting in waste 

and other problems. Perhaps this is just part of what we pay for civilization and peace. I don’t 

want to believe such issues should be dismissed too casually. 

-------------- 

THE POLITICS OF “THE DEEP STATE” 

 

The Deep State – the idea that the agencies can “keep on trucking” regardless of changes in 

elected political leadership. See . . . 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/State_within_a_state 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/State_within_a_state


 

This could take on two basic forms, I think. 

 

A new liberal leadership wants to initiate new “progressive” programs and people employed in 

the agencies of the government are set in their ways and resist change. 

 

A new conservative leadership wants to “rein in” a bureaucracy that is too large and invasive and 

people employed in the agencies who value the missions of the agencies resist change. 

 

The positive spin on this that I see is that the agencies serve as “shock absorbers” at times when 

political leadership swings from one pole to the other.  

 

The negative spin is that the agencies SHOULD be politically responsive and that they try to 

abuse their appropriate exercises of ADMINISTRATIVE DISCRETION by pushing their own 

values and agendas even in the face of a new political administration. 

 

When I was a child I would build wooden “racers” and my brake would be a piece of wood that I 

could pull on and cause it do drag the ground, against the body of my “racer.” Maybe that is kind 

of the way an agency can resist the NEW DIRECTIONS intended by an INCOMING 

POLITICAL ADMINISTRATION. 

 

So, what is the tie to budgeting?  

 

The political executive cannot usually fire career public administrators, although many 

may quit. 

 

But the legislative branch (in cooperation with the political chief executive) can CUT 

THE BUDGETS OF AGENCIES who choose not to be POLITICALLY RESPONSIVE. 

------------ 

Food for thought -- is democracy really such a great idea?  

 

If you assume that “majority rule” is “right,” aren’t you placing substantial faith in the values 

and beliefs of the majority? 

 

The system is set up assuming that the JUDICIARY BRANCH will intervene when the interests 

of political minorities are not being protected. 

 

But what is the proper role of public administrators? Are we properly, PUPPETS?  

What is professional expertise in the face of an election outcome? 

 

Where is the line between POLITICAL ACCOUNTABILITY and the appropriate use of 

ADMINISTRATIVE DISCRETION? 

 

Ultimately, I think the “check” on the administrative state (of “The Deep State”) are budgetary 

processes. “He who pays the piper calls the tune.”  


